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ABSTBACT 

The purpose of this report is to present the 
backgroun'l and findings of a stud 9 conducted at Cheaeketa Coaaunity 
College (CCCI during 1978-79 in vhlch survey inforaation gathered 
from forner students and their employers vas applied to a 
cost-benef it model to„ determine the ^usefulness of .nine vocational 
prograas. These progriH"^ vere early childhood education, coaputer 
prograaaing, fire science, forest technology, forest productis, 
aachine shop, medical assistina, nursing, an4 veil drilling. After 
defining the place of the cost-benefit study vithin CCC*s overall 
Prograa Improvement Plan, the report summarizes the data gathered 
from Spring 1978 graduates* Age, characteristics, employment status, 
sources and amounts of financial aid, and perceptions of non*eponomic 
benefits are provided for graduates of each program* The report then 
outlines the findings related to non- graduating students who began 
programs in 1976, in terms of their educational objectives, reasons 
for leaving, attitudes toward CCC, em ploy sent /edu cat icnal status, and 
perceptions of non-economic benefits of program participation. 
Employers* attitudes toward tfie iob skills of gradaates are then 
presented,, followed by an explanation of the cost-benefit model, in 
which a matrix summarizina instructor cost per course and student was 
used along with survey findings tc provide cost-benefit ratios ^for 
each of the program areas. UP) 
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I. INTRODUCTION AND-, BACKGROUND FOR'THE STUDY* * 

The Pro^^ram I wproygiiicnt Plan t •fn August, of 1977, the Chemeketa feoard' 
or Education and the President established guidelines for undertaking 
a comprehensive review (called ..the Program 'Improvement Plan) of the* 
College s occupational education programs. One component of ? these 
Institution-wide guidelines directed the staff to develop 

"'..'.a system which will -allow the comparison of the costs - v 
of educational programs with the benefits, of those programs.' 
This system should be based u^op^exienslve surveys of 
- current ^af)d fdrmir Students and of employer j to <leiterm1ne 
the effectiveness and useful nesjs* of the course offerings. 
This system should be so designed that courses can be * 
ranked In relation to their cost-benefit ratio." 
, (President's Memo, October 24, 1977). 

-. . • • * •• •« < 

As an Initial step toward this aspect of the Program Improvement Plan 
(PIP), three objectives were planned for fall term of 1977. These 
objectives Included (1) the search and review of the community college 
^ literature for knowl^ge of cost-benefit concepts at»d methodologies; 
(2) the construction of a preliminary "C/B" model which would In- 
corporate th> standards set by the PIP guidelines; and (3) a pilot 
test of the model's useabllllty by applying It to a couple'of 
Chemeketa 's vocational -technical programs. In December (1977), t*he_. 
Division of Instructional Services submitted a report to the President 
and the Chemeketa Board of Education which described a potential cost- 
benefit model for assessing the Institution's occupatlbhil Instruction. 
This report also Included Information of a limited and cursory nature 
on how the model worked when. applied to the College's Well-Drilling 

and Criminal Justice curricula. 

• » . , «. . 

Then In April (1978), Chemeketa moved Into Its second year of the 
comprehensive review process. During the planning for this phase, 
three goals were established for completion during the coming 
academic year of 1978-79. The first of these goals specified that 
the cost-benefit model shpuld be applied to at least nine occupational 
programs and that a report be submitted from the Division of Instruc- 
tional Services to tTte President by January of 1979. The second goal 
focused attention on the need to have the niodel evaluated for Its 
usefulness, particularly the non-economic benefits side, by the 
Advisory Committees for the programs with an assessment completed by 
March, 1979. The final goal Indicated that the program staff should 
b^ given the opportunity to evaluate the model and complete their ' 
review by June, 1979, • ^ 

The purpose of this document Is to describe the results which have 
been made to achieve the first of the 1978-79 goals-r— the application 
of the model to nine occupational program areas. ^ The following section 
of this document presents the rationale for the programs sel^ted, and 
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It Identifies the najor definitions and coMii procedures used In 
cii-ryliig oat the work. • . " . . . ♦ 

lUtlont'le for Program* Seldcted V 

• . ,. 

Part of the work done during 1977-7$ for' the compreffiilnslve review ' 
Ptocess- Involved a compilation of the direct cost' per full-time - 
equivalent (PTE) student for each of, the College's programs. (Please 
see Chemek^ta CoMiiunlty College AfiesMnt Program; Augui^t 1977 
---.^hrgigh February 197a, a report submitted to the Board of Education 
. . by President Artfuiv V» Binnle on Febrdfcry 9, 1978). Using this i 
approach, Chem^^#Ui's occupational programs were ranked from high to 
low Costs for the yiiars 1977-73 and 1978-79. Early Childhood 
Education, Computer Programming, Fire Science, Forest Products, 
forest Techpology,»:Mach1ne Shop, Nodical Assisting, Nursing, and 
Vtell-OrllHng were Identified ^ potential high cost centers In 
1978-79, and on this basls.were selected for further study and analysis 
during 1978-79. / 

key Oeflnlttons Used In the Study 

Although several definitions were used to Implement the study, the 
• fundamenta.l definitions concern the terms of graduates and leavers. 
A graduate Is defined as someone who completed requirements for either 
a certificate or. an Associate of Science degree during* 1977-7$. A 
graduate Is further defined as an Individual who received the award 
at graduation In the spring of 1978. A iTsaver, on the other hand, is 
defined as .a person who started hislher) study with a declared major 
In o^e of the nine occupational programs In the fall of 1976 (except 
^ for the Medical Assisting Program whIcMj a one-year curriculum and 
a student would have started In the fall of'1977)^ but who did not 
graduate In the spring of 1978. For purposes of thTTstudy, a leaver 
is also chalracterlzed as someone *who may no longer be enrolled at 
Chemeketa, or" the person may still be attending Chemeketa> but pur- 
suing a different course of study. 

Common Procedures- Implementing the Model 

In order to have a systematic and an Identical process for Implementing 
the cost-benefit study, a set of activities and time frames common a 
to all the nine occupational areas were established and u^ed as bench-, 
marks for the work (please see Appendix A for a copy of this 1n- 
" formation). There were also other conmonalltles Involved In the 
collection, of the dafa. For example. In the graduate, leaver, and 
eniployer parts of the study, all Instruments were- reviewed for ^helr 
content or face validity. Then during the collection' of the Infor- 
mation all the people (e.g.« graduates) who did not respond to the 
Initial mailing of the questionnaire were mailed another copy of the 
form with a reminder letter asking for their participation. 



Organlzatldn of the Report 

The remainder of this report Is organized Into four iqajor components: 
the first one graduateis r the second section concerns leavers $ the 
third portion deals with employers* perceptions of the effectiveness 
of graduates on the jobj and, the final division provides Information' 
on the economic costs and benefits of the nine occupational programs. 
The material presented In the four sections of the document Is msIc* 
ally descriptive and straight forward as complied- from the original 
Information sour;ces. Sutnnaryr analysis, and recommendations are 
organized Into a separate section for quick review by the reader. 
Perhaps, a final, quick and overall way to convey the organization of 
this -report Is to use a relatively simple diagram of the Cost-Benefit 
model (see Figure 1.). 



^- FIGURE 1 . COST/BENEFIT MODEL 
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tl. GRADUATES* CHARACTERISTICS AND PERCEPTIONS ' 
♦ ,. 

The first component of the cost-benefit inodel required gathering 
Itifomuitlon from the 1978 ^radudtes of- the nine occupatlontt programs* 
To be more specific, the Coljege wanted to know the following about 
the graduates: 

. the age charactltrl sties of the people when they Entered the 
particular occupational area and their ages at graduation; 

. the employment status of the Individuals before they beaan 
their studies, their Job status while studying, and their plans 
for using their education upon graduation from Chemeketa*, 
the financial characteristics of the students before, during, 
and after studying; 

. and, the opinions of the graduates about the non-economical 
benefits they would attribute to their training. 

Table 1 shows the number «f students who graduated from Chemeketa 
Connunlty College during 1977-78 In Early Childhood Education, Computer 
Prbgranmlng, Fire S^1en(;tt^ Forest Products, Forest Technology, Machine 
Sho0, Medical Assisting;- Nursing, and Well-Drilling. The table also 
Indicates the total number of people who started In the particular 
vocatlonat technical program In fall of 1976 except In the case of the 
Medical Assisting Program, a one-year curriculum, where students entered 
In the fal.l of 1977. 

TABLE 1. SUMMARY INFORMATION - 1978 GRADUATES 



Percentage of 
Graduates Who 



Program 



1. Early Child Ed. 

2. Computer Prog. 

3. Fire Science 

4. Forest Products 

5. Forest Tech. 

6. Machine Shop 

7. Medical Assisting 

8. Nursing 

9. Well-Drilling 



Number of People Who 



44 

22 
30 ^ 
5 
21 
19 
20. 
104 
13 



14) 
3 



18 
2 

15 
7 

14 (0 
SS (8 
9 (2 



• 17 
5 
7 
2 
8 
6 

14 
46 
8 



48 

32 
60 
40 
71 
37 
70 
53 
69 



81 
71 
39 

100 
53 
86 

100 
84 
89 



TOTALS 



l78 



146 (56) 



113 



53 



76 . 



♦The figure In the parenthesis Indicates the number of people who«ft 
graduated, but who started at sometime, other than fall term of 1976 
or the fall"^ 1977 In the case of the Medical Assisting Curriculum 



Sevtral sligniflcant statistics are revealed In TabU 1. Among thase 
statistics. It Is Interesting to note that 6f the 278 peopTe who ^ 
entered the nine programs In the fall of 1976, 148 (or graduated 
Ml thin the normally prescribed length of training. HoWever, of equal 
Interest Is the fact that of the 148 9raduate$,^S6 graduates started / 
their studfes at sohie ^Ime other than the fall quarter of 1976. One 
final observation should, perhaps, be made regarding Table 1. Of the 
14^ graduates, 113 (oi^ 16%) replied to the CoTlega's survey. Normally, 
returns are considered respectable and noteworthy when they are In the 
50*60X return range for questionnaires. Because the Placement office 
contacted many students In their classes prior to their leiiying campus 
In June of 1978, this may well account for the high returns, and It Is 
a procedure which should be encouraged In future follow-up studies. 

The next section of this report displays the Information gained from 
the 1978 graduates by curriculum, (please see Appendix B for a copy 
of the Graduate Fol low-Up Form and the cover letter mailed to the^ 
graduates and Appendix C for copy of the reminder letter to non- 
responding graduates). 



For the 1977-78 Early Childhood Education graduates who replied to 
the questionnaire, their age characteristics, employment status 
during college, employment plans after graduation, financial attributes, 
and non-economic benefits ascribed to' their training are given below. 

Age Characteristics Of the 17 Early CI|11dhood Education graduates 
who returned the questionnaire form, 16 people provided age data. At 
entrance to the program In the fall of 1976, their ages ranged from 
18 to 36. Ten (or over 50 percent) of the 16 respondents were In the ^ 
18-19 age category. The average agef for the graduate was 22. 



Employment Status The 1978 graduates of the Early Childhood Ed- 
ucatlon Proaram were asked to Indicate 'If they worked while attending * 
Chemeketa, If their employment was related to their training, name 
and address of iemployer,. job titles, salary, and hours per week employed. 

Table 2 shows of the 17 graduates who replied to the survey, nine per- 
sons provided useable Information regarding their employment while 
studying at Chemeketa. Three of these Individuals were employed In 
jobs directly related to their training in the Early Childhood Education 
Program. 

Of the nine individuals responding, eight were employed on a part-time 
basis, averaged 17 hours per week and $3.24 per hour for wages^ The 
onejndlvidual who reported full-time employment indicated 40 hours 
per week and a rate of $32.00 per day. 



Early Childhood Education 




» 
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TABLE 2. Employment Status Early Childhood, Education Students Attending Chemeketa 

3 • ' 



Job Related 
to Training 


Name/Address 
of Employer 


Job Title 


Salary 
(hr.) 


Full -Time/ 
Part-Time 


Hours Work/ 
Week 


No 


LaPolnte's Ladles 
Ready to Wear 
(Salem) ^ 


' Salesperson 


$3.25 


PT 


10 

* 


No- • 


Lancaster Mall Theater . 
(Salem) 


Cashier 


$2.65 


PT 


16 


No 


Salem General Hospital 
(Salem) 


Dietary Aide 


$3.46 


PT 


12 


No 


Sun-Enterprise Newspaper 
(Monmouth) 


General Office 
Assistant 


$3.18 


PT 


8 


Yes 


Child Development Center 
(Chemeketa) 


Student 
Assistant 


$3.76 


PT 


20 


' Yes 


Small World Day Care 
(Salem) 


Program 

• 

« 


$2.68 


. FT . 


40 


No 


Title I, Summer School 
'(Salem) 


Assistant 
Teacher 


$4.00 


PT 


40 


Yes 


Conmunlty Christian 

Kinderaarten 

(Salem) 


Teacher 


$3.00 


PT 


20 

> 


No 


Lancaster Mall Theater 
(Salem) 


Cashier 


$2.65 


PT 


5 

« 


9 persons 


r;^ 


m 


$3.24 
(aver.) 




17 hrs. 
(aver., PT)~ 
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Graduates of the EarTy CItndhood Education Program were asked If they 
i<ere not wrklng at the time of the sut'vey (May, 1978), If they had 
employment arranged for after graduation. Graduates* replies are 
presented In Table 3. 



TABLE 3. Early Childhood Edj^catlon Graduates Employment Plans 



Job Related 
to Training 


Name/Address 
Employer 


^ob Title 


Salary 
(hr.) 


FT/ 
PT 


Hrs. Vfork 
(Week) 


Starting 
Date 




iibte i, dUniner 
School (Salem) 


viiae 




FT 


40 


6/20/78 


Yes 


SnoMhomlsh 
Day Care (WA) 


Teacher 


$2.65 


FT 


35 


9M7B 


No 


Stayton 
Canning Co. 


Belt 


$3.37 


PT 


40 


7/-/78 


Yes 


Community 
Christian 
Kindergarten 
" (Salem) 


Teacher 


$3.00 


PT 

f 


- 20 


9/5/78 


4 


m 




$3.22 
(aver.) 




32 
(aver. ) 


4 



Of the 17 graduates replying, three persons indicated having employment 
directly related to their training upon graduating. Salary Information 
Indicates an average of $3.22 per hour and an average of 32 hours per 
week^ with two of the graduates beginning employment within one month 
of graduation. 

Financial Characteristics The graduates of the Early Chll/Jhood Program 
were asked to Indicate how much money they earned during the year before 
starting their studies.* Of the 17 graduates, returning the question- 
naire, 11 answered this particular Item, Indicating an average of 
$2,511.00 for their earnings. Early Childhood graduates were also 
asked to Indicate the approximate amount of money they earned during 
their last year at Chemejceta Community College. For the 11 persons 
supplying Information, an average of $1 ,390 was determined for the 
group. 
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Table 4 shows the principal sources of funds for the students while 
attending Chemeketa. 



TABLE 4. Principal Source Funds - 
Early Childhood Education Graduates^ 



Source 


Number - Students 


Average % 


A. Parents 




68 


B. Personal Earnings 


9 


38 


C. Agency Assistance 

(l.e.,^ CETA, DVR, Welfare) 


3 


35 


D. Financial Aid (I.e., work 
study, scholarships, loans) 


6 


47 


E. Spouse 


• 

3 


42 


F. G.i, Bin , 


* 




G. Other (Social Security,- 
grant) 


4 


47 

.... ... - 1 1 1 



The data seem to suggest that more than fifty percent of the graduates 
(9 out of 17 replying) receive thdir funds principally from their 
parents, with financial aid accounting the second principal source 
of funds to finance their education. 

The Early Childhood graduates "were requel^ted ta Indicate approximately 
how much It cost over and bieybnd their usual living expenses for them 
to go to Chemeketa (I.e., travel from outside Salem, child care, lab 
fees, tools and equipment, uniform and shoes). 

The estimates provided by the 12 graduates ranged from $30. to $3,000. 
for unusual expenses during 1977-78, with an average of $499.00 for 
the 12 reporting graduates. 

If any of the Early Childhood Education graduates reduced or stopped 
employment to attend Chemeketa, the graduate was asked to indicate 
the approximate cost^whlle In school. Three persons responded. 
Indicating $2,860.00, $1,500.00 and $2,220.00 or an average of 
$2,193.00 costs while a^ Chemeketa. 

One of the 1978 graduates paid out-of -district tuition for two terms: 
16 paid the in-dl strict- rate. 

Non-Economics Benefits For the training received at Qfeiemeketa, each 
graduate was asked to Identify the most Important benefit and the 
second most significant gain. These benefits are reported as presented 
by the 17 graduates answering the survey. 
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Host Iwoortant Benefit "It has given me a career." "To help Increase 

own personal growth through Early Childhood Education classes that 
I feel should be of benefit for the future." "Self confidence." "To 
learn more abouf how to work with children." "The fact that 1 have 
accomplished^ something I hive always wanted to do. It has helped Riy 
self confidence very much. To feel I can be a professional at teaching 
preschool children." "To learn more about my field; to become a better 
and more efficient preschool teacher." "Belrtg a well-trained, ouallfl^d 
teacher of young children." ^To become a teacher.'' "To get a Job In v 
Early Childhood Education." "fly own self-growth. The two years IWe \ 
been here, I've learned more about inyself, how to deal with people and 
how to take advice and/or constructive criticism. If I never get a 
Job In Early Childhood Education, I feel what I learned will always 
benefit me no matter what I dov" "Training In Early. Childhood Ed- 
ucation for employment." " "Being In the Early Childhood Education 
program." "I received a great feeling of adequacy and capableness. 
I feel I accomplished a great deal.toward? personal growth. I've 
become more awar^ of techniques, resources and n\yself. I feel very 
confident In teaching children and handling m own when the time 
comes." "Benefit? There are many benefits, learning to work with 
children, helping and guiding them to grown not only physically and 
mentally, but socially and emotionally as well. Learning to work 
with and understanding parents and parenting. These are only a few 
of the benefits. Also finding my. place and knowing I've found the 
right place! Working with children Is a benefit to all, helping pur 
future adults grow - what could be more Important - their futures will 
affect ours!" "Personal growth." "Self confidence - Important self- 
image.". "Understanding myself." » - 

Second Most Important Benefit "Made me more Independent and self 
confident. I can also be more assertive In my relationships with 
other people, especially children." "Help me In having the approp- 
riate training that Is Important for a Job In the Early Childhood 
field." "To believe 1n myself. I feel that after being In this 
program for two years, I have, grown In my own worth. I feel this pro- 
gram has made me a better parent and all around human being. . It has 
made me Interested In other people and I can see things with an open 
mind." "Because I love children." "I haye found that I want to further 
my education. By getting Into th«i system ;|iere. (As far as I'm con- 
cerned, I think this Is a great school)." • "I learned more about 
myself as a whole person and how to better myself and to communicate 
better with others and to deal with others as a whole." "All on know- 
ing more for raising my own children. Also better communication with 
other adults and children. Also knowing I have gained more confidence^ 
and knowing I am capable of doing anything In life. Thanks to the 
staff and other students In the Early Childhood Education program. 
"Beneficial for when I have a, family. Also In understanding the 
development of a child." "For personal orowth to learn more about 
children of my own. This program has helped. me understand children 
better and myself alot better." "Learning how to help people with 
their children whether Its In a preschool setting or not. Being able 



to give advice tfiat I believe In and can stand on due to experience." 
"Personal arowth, parenting, communication skllts* Self confidence, 
warm relationships, feeling of self worth, friends, enjoyment. Al- 
though employment Is Important, I cannot say It Is.more Important ^ 
than the others. Without the others* - employment would be Impossible. 
"Not only the curriculum, but personal growth. I learned how to " 
communicate. \ have a better, knowledge .of child development, which 
will help me with own family. I have a lot higher self-esteem, 
thanks to all the teachers' support from this programJ The oppor- 
tunlty to- get-to know some fantastic people." "Parenting techniques. 
"Job was my first goal when I started school, but the longer I went, 
the more I realized how much I valued the "new" me." "Realizing 
the need of Early Childhood Education." 



Computer Programmljrtg ' 

Of the seven graduates, five people (or 71*) answered the College's 
Graduate Fol low-Up Form. Their ages, financial characteristics, 
employment patterns, and stated non-economic benefits are reported 
next. , , 

Age Characteristics All f1v6 of the 1978 Computer Progranmlng 
graduates supplied Information about their ages at the time they 
entered the program In the fall of 1976. Their ages ranged from 
21 to 43, with 31 as the average age. 

Employment Status Thr^e graduates Of the five replying completed this 
part of the questionnaire. Two of the persons were employed in jobs 
.related to their training at Chemeketa. One worked part-time 
(32 hrs.M.) for the State of Oregon as a Computer Rrogrammer I and 
earned $816 per month. The other Individual was employed by the firm, 
of Lippold Brenner and Bingenhelmer as a full-time programmer and \ 
received $900 per month. One Individual was employed full-time as 
an Administrative Assistant 11 for the Children's Services Division, \ 
but In a position unrelated to the Chemeketa trilnlng. 



Two of the five. graduated Indicated they were oot working at the time 
of the survey, but they did have jobs arranged upon graduation directly 
related to their training. Berth stated they would be employed full- 
time In Salem as progranmers , however, only one of the persons pro- 
vided starting salary data, which was $769 per month. 

Financial Characteristics Graduated were asked. If they were employed 
^ before they started studying at Chemeketa to indicate the approximate 
amount of money they earned during the year prior to studying. One 
person earned $6,000; another individual indicated $15,000. 
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Graduates were also asked to Identify their principal source of funds 
while attending ChemefcetA. this Information Is presented in Table 5* 

♦ 

TABLE 5. Principal Source Funds - 
._ Computer Programming Graduates 



i ■ ■ 1 II ■ ■ 






A. Parents 






B. Personal Earnings ^ 




75 


C. Agency Assistance 

(1.e,, CETA, DVR, Welfare) 


2 


38 


D. Financial' Aid (I.e., work 
study, scholarships, loans) 


2 


43 


E. Spouse 


2 


100 


F. 6.1. Bill 






G. Other (Social Security, 
grant) 







The graduates of the computer programming curriculum were requested 
to Indicate approximately how much It cost over and beyond their 
usual living ex^nses for them to go to Chemeketa (1«e., travel from 
outside Salem; Child care» 1ab fee$, tools and equipment, uniform 
and shoes). Five graduates provided approximate costs during 1977-78 
for expenses; these estimates ranged from $100 to $»000 with an average 
of $580 for the five graduates. - 

The graduates were polled regarding whether they reduced or stopped 
employment to attend Chemeketa; and, if so, to indicate how much it 
cost them while in school. Only two graduates reported this infor- 
mation: one stated $12,000, while the other stipulated $15,000, giving 
$13,500 for an average. All five graduates responding paid the 1n- 
district tuition rate. 

Non-Economic Benefits ' All graduates were asked to state their most 
important and second most Important gains from the training, which 
are shown separately. 

Most Important Benefit "Job opportunity; qualified for present 
position." "Job related courses and CWE." "Retraining because 
of illness; I can now get on the State listing." 

Second Most Important Benefit "The people I met; the experience and 
comnuni cation the programners had with each other." "Great competition 
for my college children - made them work harder." "Further education 
in data processing." 



Fire Science 

Seven of the 18 graduates of 1977 returned their questionnaires. 
Their surveys provided the following sunmatlve Infonnatlon* 

J. 

Age Characteristics As of fall 1975 when the seven entered the 
F?re Science Program, their ages ranged from 18 to ^4, with an average 
of 21 for the students. 

Employment Status Graduates of the Fire Protection Program were 
asked to report their employment status. The responses from the 
seven graduates are summarized and presented In Table 6. 



TABLE 6. Employment Status, Fire Science Graduates 



Job Related 
to Training 


Name/Address 
Employer 


Job Title 


Salary 
(mo.) 


FT/ 
PT 


Hrs. Workl 
(Week) 1 


Starting 
Date 


Yes 


Jackson County 
F1re Dist. #3 
White City, OR 


Fire 
Fighter 


$ 978 




/ 1 




Yes 


'city of Salem 
Fire Dept. 


-Fire ' 
Fighter 


$ 890 




7/1/78 - 


Yes 


Woodburn 
Fire Dept. ' 


Fire 
Fighter 


$ 890 






9/15/78 


Yes 


city of 
Corvallls^ 
Fire Dept. 


Fire " 
Fighter 


$1036 






1 9/12/78 


Yes 


Oak Lodge 
Fire Dept. 
(Mllwaukle) 


Fire 
Fighter 


$1398 






7/5/77 


Yes 


City of. 
Roseburg 


Fire 
Fighter 


$1012 






11/16/76 


Yes 


City of 
Sllverton 


Fire 

Prevention 
Officer 


$ 733 






7/1/77 


7 






$ 991 
(aver.) 






1 
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From the dat« in Table 6, $991 per month Mas the average %%Ury for the 
1977 graduates of the Fire Science curriculum, with five of the. grad- 
uates having employment ^within three months after receiving their 
associate degree. Tmo of the other graduates were already employed In ' 
fire fighting roles. 

^'Inycial Characteristics Five of the 18 Fire Science graduates in 
1976-77 provided data about the amount of money they earned during 
1975-76, the year prior to assuming their studies at Chemeketa. The 
five estimates ranges from $1,098 to $10,800 with an average of $5,579 
for the five people. 

Six of %he 18 graduates. provided data regarding the amount of money 
they earned while studying in 1976-77, the second year of their pro- 
gram. These six estimates ranged from $473 to $9,840, with an average 
of $6,202 for the six graduates. 

• • • ' » . 

•Table 7 describes the principal sources of funds for the Fire Science 
graduates while they were attending Chemeketa < 

* TABLE 7. Principal Sowrce Funds - Fire Science Graduates ' 

I * 



1 , 

Source 


J ■ ' - . • • 

! Number - Students 


Average % 


f A. Parents 

[ B. Personal Earnings 


•> 




,5 


46 : 


1 C. Agency Assistance 

(i.e., CETA, DVR, Welfare) 


2 


41 


D. Financial Aid (i.e*. work 
study, scholarships, loans) 


4 


14 


Spouse 


* 

4 


31 


F. a. I. Bill 


'3 


55 


G. Other (Social Security, 
grant) 

• 


1 


43 



Six of the seven graduates replied to the <iuestion regarding the approx- 
imate amount of money It costjlhem over and beyond their usual expenses 
to attend Chemeketa. An average of $604 per year was estimated by the 
six graduates to cover such costs as travel from outside Salem, child 
care, lab fees, tools and equipment, and uniforms and shoes. 



Four Fire Science graduates provfded estimates of the amount of money 
they lost while attending Chemeketa. The average cost of foregone 
earnings for the four graduates was $11,465. One of the graduates 
paid out-of-di strict tuition for six terms; the other six graduates 
paid the in-district rate. 



Won-Economic Benefits Each graduate was asked to report the most 
Tmportant and the second most Important benefits of the training*. 
The responses of the six fire Science graduates Indicates: 

Most Importan t Benefits nhe kind of job I wanted to pursue." 
"tmpjoyaoiiity." -i am now> a fire fighter. Instead of doing a job 
I don^t like." "A Job." "Better understanding of mjr profession." . ' 
"Securing ny present Job." "Helping getting hired," . ■ 

Second Most Important Benefit "Education" "Money" "Friends" 
"Getting into the profession" "Helping In advancement". 

Forest Products 

According to college records, five students started the Forest 
Products Program in the fall of 1976. Two of the students graduated 
from the program In 1978; both of the students completed the Graduate 
Follow-Up Survey forms mailed to them, resulting in the following 
data. 

Aoe Characteristics The average age for the two graduates at the 
time they entered the program was 23; the average age at graduation 
time was 25. 

Employment Status One of the two students was employed at the time 
OT tne survey (May, 1978) In a Job directly related to the training 
at Chemeketa. This position Involved working a& a chainman for the 
U.S. Forest Service in Sweet Home (Oregon) on a full-time basis- at 
$4.28 per hour. This perSon anticipated continuing the employment 
after receiving the associate degree in Forest Products. The other 
graduate did not have at the time of the survey a Job related to his 
Chemeketa training, and was unsure of his future Job status for using 
the training. 

Financial Characteristics Of the two graduates replying to the sur- 
vey, one earned approximately $900 per month in 1975-76, the year 
prior to assuming full-time studies in the Forest Products curriculum. 
One of the 1978 completers earned approximately $8,500 in 1977-78 
while studying full-time at Chemeketa. One graduate supported his 
education lOOt with personal earnings, while the other graduate fi- 
nanced his education with agency assistance {90%) and financial aid 
' (lOX). One graduate spent approximately $1,000 in 1977-78 for expenses 
over and beyond the usual costs to pay for his education. One of the 
graduates paid the out-of-di strict tuition rate for all six tenns of 
the program. 

Non-Economic Benefits The primary and secondary benefits of the 
training received by the two Forest Products graduates shows: 

Most Important Benefit "Hearing what field to study and what not 
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to study." "The degree and training In nhat you ltke.» 
Second Host Iwportant Benefit "Completeness of program." 

Forest Technology 



In 1977-78, fifteen persons completed the requirements for the 
Associate of Science Degree In Forest Technology. Of these 18 
graduates, eight Individuals completed and returned the Follow-Up 
Questionnaire* 

Age Characteristics The average age of the eight graduates at 
entrance to the program In the fall of 1976 was 22, w1th'25 as the 
average age at the time of araduation in 1978. For the eight 
fr^J^^JS**.***" entered the program their ages ranged from 
18 to 27, but by the time of graduation In the spring of 1978, 
their ages ranged from ?1 to 31 because several of the graduates 
had taken more than two years Xo complete the curriculum. 
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Employment Status The 1978 graouates of the ForesV Technology Pro- 
gram Mere asked if they had completed arranoements for employment 
related to their .training received at Chemeketa, The responses of 
the eight graduates are suiiinarlzed In Table 8/ 

TABLE 8. Employment Status, Forest Technology Gradjuates 



Job Related 
to Training 


Name/Address 
Employer 


' Job Title 


Salary 
(hr.) 


[FT/ 
PT 


Hrs. Work 
(Week) 


. Starting • 
Date 


Yes 


Bureau of Land 

Management 

(Salem) 


Forest 
TiBch. 


$4.28 


1 


. m 


. — — — -^^^-.^ 
4/78 

3/78 

* 


Yes 


Bureau of Land 
Management 
r(Salem) • 


Forest 
Tech 


$4.28 




\ 


Yes 


George J. 

Lumber 

(Woodburn) 


Woods 
Foreman 


$6.0Q 




i ^ 


• 

ft 


Yes 


U.S. Forest 
Service ' 
(Detroit, OR) 


Forest 
Tech 


$4.28 




40 


6/78 


Ytes 


Service 
(Waldport. OR) 


t 

rorqnian 




FT 


50 


o/7o 


Yes 


U.S. Forest 
Service 
(Paulina, OR) 


Foreman 


$4.28 


PT* 


50 


6/78 


' No. . 


mm 


mm 


1 

mm 1 

vl 




H 


mm 


Ho 


Marlon County 
Highway Dept. 
(Salem) . 






s 




mm 


8 






$4.56 1 
(averaae)| 


— . 




5/78 
(averaae) 



* Seasonal Employment 

Of the eight Forest Technology graduates who provided employment data, 
six reported working In positions directly related to their school 
training. The most typical salary was $4.28 per hourj however, $4.56 
was the average remuneration for the six graduates reporting. The six 
graduates were either employed at the tlnie of the survey or were pre- 
paring for entry into employmeht wlthln one month of their graduation. 



Final ChartcUHatlcf Thret of tht 1978 Porttt Tfchnology graduitti 
proviflto tstiiiattt o+ tht anount of nowiy thiy tamtd In 1t7§«7e prior 
to coRMonclM thoir studlfs In tht fall of 1976. Tht avtragi aaount 
MHMd In 1975-76 by th* thrtt i^raduatos ms $7,700, Four of the ' 
tight rtsponding graduatts Indleattd tarnlng from $500 to $5,000 
during 1977-78 whilt studying fttll-tlmt at Chtmtktta^ Itading to an 
averagt of $3,375 for tht four parsons, table 9 dtscrlbts tht sourct ^ 
of funds used by the Forest Technology graduates. 

TABLE 9. J»Pr1nc1pal Sou*»ce Funds - Forest Technology Graduates 



Source 


Number - Students 


Average X 


A, 


Parents ^ ... 


1 


80 


B. 


Personal Earnings 


6 


5.5 


C. 


Agency Assistance^ 
(I.e., CETA, DVRjIhilfare) 






D. 


Financial Aid (I.e., Mork 
study, scholarships, loans) 


c 

2 


10 


E. 


Spous*e 


2 


65 


F. 


G.I. Bll-l. 


4 


60 


6. 


Other (Social Security, 
grant) 




♦ * 



These data suggest that for 1978 graduates, most of 4he students 
used their personal earnings to finance the costs of their education. 
The G.I. Bill was the second most frequent method af paying for the 
educational costs of the Forest Technology training. • 

• • • 

, Five of ^he eight graduates of 1978 provided estimates of the costs 
oVer and beyond the usual expenses to attend Chemeketa during 1977-78. 
Although these estimates ranged from $50 to $2,400 for the year, the 
Information suggests $896' as a reasonable average for unusual expenses. 

The Forest Technology graduates were also asked to Indicate, If they 
reduced or stopped employment to go to Chemeketa, how much It cost 
them. The estimates of foregone earnings ranged for five graduates 
from $800 to $14,500, causing an average of $5^360. 

Two of the eight graduates paid the out-of ^district tuition rate; 
one paid the amount for two terms, the other Individual showed nine 
terms paid. 



Non^Econowlc Btnf fits For the training the graduates received* they 
mentioned the following primary and secondary benefits; 

# • 

? ost liHPortwt Benefits Ify own accomplishment. ** '^None, Gou1dn*t 
ind a j[ob in Forest Technology." "Forest Hensuratlon." "Overall 
knowledge of the forest and Its parts." ^'Education," "Increased^ 
By knowledge In forestry." "On-the-job co-op work experience.". 
"Timber cruising." ' 

Second Host important Benefit "Related skills In the trade." 
?Broatfened iny overall knowledge of the different subjects I studied." 
"Job." "Tree I.O." "CdmpTetlon of field of interest." "Surveying!" 
"Technical knowledge." . " . , 



Machine Shop 

Seven 'persons' completed the requirements of the Associate of .Science 
DegrejK In^ Machine Shcrp In T977-78. Six of these seven graduates 
returned their Fol low-Up Questionnaires. 

faie Characteristics Of the seven graduates* six provided age 1n- 
formatlon. For the six, their ages ranged from 18 to 40, with an 
average age of 29 for the six persons when they entered the program 
In the* fall of 1976. 

The average for the six graduates when they entered the Machine Shop 
program was 29; however, their ages ritnged from 18 to 40. Tiio years 
'later. In 1978, at the time of graduation their average age was 31. 



MlaagLltiM Table 10 dncrlbM th« Job r*UtM ttttiit of 
j«j.^a«.xe of iiyen «r«(tu»tes r»p11ed) of thTNtebllii Shop 

♦ 

TABLE 10. &nplo>Ritiit SUtus, Midline Shop Oriduates 



Job RftlAtMl 

to Training 


) noRw/ naaress 
Employer 


Job Title 


Salary 
(hr.) 


FT/ 
PT 


Hrs. Mork 
(Week) 


Starting 
Date 


Yes 


Selem Eauloinent 


* 

Dri 1 1 -Pf^M 

111 f 1^99 

Operator 


is 00 


FT 
r 1 


AO 




Yes 


Salem Equipment 


Apprentice- 
ship 

Nachlnlst 


$6.50 


FT 


40 

* 


mm 


Yes 


Freight! Iner . 
Corp (Portland) 


Nachlnlst 


$6.31 


FT 


40 


6/78 


Yes 


Salem Research 
& Development 


Nachlnlst 


$5.00 


FT 


40 




Yes . 


Mlllamette. Ind. 
(Dallas) 




$7.65 


FT 


40 


mm 


6 






,$5.08^ 
(aver. ) 






6/78 



'^1^5 ?iJ J'***'"'*** employed full-time at the time of the 

study (May, 1978), with the other person anticipating employment star- 
ting In June» 1978. Although the wages for the six graduates ranged 
from |5.00/hr. to $7.65/hr., the average salary per hour for the six 
graduates wis $5.08. 

Financial Ch aracteristics the 1978 araduates of the Machine Shop 
Tecnnoiogy Program were asked to Indicate. If they were employed 1n- 
1975-76, the year before they began their studies, the approximate 
amount of money they earned. Onljt one Machine Shop graduate replied 
!S 551* P«r*^cu1ar Item. And, lie Indicated earning Approximately 
$8,000 In 1975-76, prior to assuming full-time studies. Two of the 
six graduates responded to the question regarding the approximate 
amount of mon^y they earned during 1977-78 while attending Chemeketa. 
One stipulated $3,000 and the other person mentioned $12,000, resul- 
ting In an average of $7,500 for the two graduates replying. 



^9 
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Table 11 shoMS the source of funds for the Machine Shop ^raduites of 
1978. 

TABLE 11. Mnclpal Source of Funds • Machine Shop Graduates 



Source 



Number - Students 



Average % 



A. Parents 

B. Personal Earnings 

C. Agency Assistance 

(I.e., CETA, DVR, Welfare) 

D. Financial Aid' (I.e. > work 
study, scholarships, loans) 

E. Spouse 

F. G.I. Bill 

G* Other (Social Security, 
grant) 



3 

3 

2 
1 

i 




63 
20 
20 

50 



Based upon this budgetary Information, agency assistance, financial 
aid, and personal earnings were significant sources of Income for 
the 1978 Machine Shop graduates. 

Two of the six ^Machine Shop graduates supplied estimates of how much 
It cost them over and beyond theinf usual expenses to attend Chemeketa 
during 1977-78. One person Indicated $400 and the other Individual 
claimed $700, creating an average of $5S0 for unusual expenses In 
1977-78. Of the six graduates, only one person provided an estimate 
of foregone earnings while attending Chemeketa, which was given as 
$4,800 for 1977-78. And, of the six graduates who answered the 
questionnaire, five paid the In-dlstrlct tuition rate and the other 
Individual paid out-of-dl strict rate for six terms* 

Non-Economic Benefits For the training the Machine Shop graduates 
received, they stated the following as the most Important aiid the 
second most Important benefits: 

Most Imoortont Benefits "The learning of a new trade." "Knowledge." 
"Learn a trade," "Skill." "Shop Labs." "Learn trade to go to work," 

Second Most Imoortant Benefits "Help to find good job WRE," "Class 



room 



nd wost important Benents 
7" "Job placement,** "Job. 
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Midlul Af sifting 

According to Coll ego rocofds» 14 ptopVli graduated from the Nodical 
Assisting Program In 1978. and all of them replied to therPollOM-Up 
Questionnaire given to them In Nay of 1978, 

Age Characteristics The ages of the Nodical Assisting students at 
the' time they entered the one-year certificate program In the fall 
of 1977» ranged from 17 to 36 » w1,th most of the people (ID out of 
14) 20 years old or less. The average age at entrance was slightly 
higher— age 22 for the 14 students. 

For the 14 Nodical Assisting students mho began their studies In the 
fall of 1977» their ages ranged from 17 to 36, with a similar agis 
range occuring at the time of their graduation In the spring of 1978. 

Employment Status Table 12 provides surnnary Information regarding 
the employment status of the 11 Nodical Assisting graduates who 
replied to this section of the questionnaire.,^ 



) 
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TABLE >2. Employment Status, Medical Assisting Graduates 



Job keiated 
to Training 


iiame/Address 
Employer 


Job Title 


salary 
(hr.) 


nv 

PT 


Hrs. work 
(Week) 


Starting 
Date 


Yes 


Salem Memorial 
Hospital 


Mod* 

Transcrlp- 
tlonlst 


$4.42 


FT 


40 




• 


Champion Bid*. 
Products 
(wniamlna, 
OR) 


Labor 
WorHer 

• 


$7.23 


PT 


16 




Yes 


Sllverton 
Family Clinic 


Med. 

Assistant 


$3n25 


FT 


40 


\ 


Yes 


Dr*s Clinic 
(Salem) 


Med 

Assistant 




FT 


38 


6/78 


Yes 


Private 
Physicians 


Insurance 
Secretary 


$4.00 


FT 


40 


8/78 


Yes 


Medical Center 
(Salem) 


Med. 

Assistant 


$3.50 


FT 


40 


6/78 


Yes 


Or*s Clinic 
(Salem) 


Med. 

Assistant 


$5.00 


FT 


38 


6/78 


Yes 


, Orthopedic 
Surgeon 


Doctor's 
Assistant 


mm 


FT 


40 


6/78 


Yes 


Family Clinic 
(Salem) 


Med. 

Assistant 




PT 


16 




No 


State - 
Builders Bd. 
(Salem) 


Clerical 
Specialist 


$6.70 


FT 


40 


8/78 


Yes 


Forest Grove 
Comm. Hosp. 


Med. Records 

Transcrlp- 

tlonlst 


$3.70 


FT 


40 


6/78 


9 Yes 
2 No 


mm 




$3.99 
^ver.) 


9 R 
2 PT 




7/78 
. (aver. ) 



22- Q o 



Host of the eleven Medlcel Asslstlna areduates mf either iiployiint 
at the tine of the survey (Hay. 1978) or were to start e«ployijant 
within one. month of their graduation. ^ Of the 11 graduates, nine were 
Anployed tn positions dIrKtly related to their JWIcal JUsj sting 
training. Nine of the 11 graduates were el thir employed full-time 
or preparing to begin full-time woi^k. For these nine graduates, six 
Indicated their starting salaries, wh1«h resulted In an average of 
$3.99 per hour for their work. 

Ewplowient Status Twelve of the 14 Hedlcal Assisting graduates pro- 
vided financial data on the approximate amount of money they earned ■ 
In 1976-77, the year before they started studying full -time at ChemekeU 
Conmunlty College. The estimates from the 12 graduates ranged from 
$900 to $6,600, with an average of $4,916 for the 12 graduates. The 
Hedlcal Assisting graduates were asked to state approximately how much 
money they earned during 1978 while attending Chemeketa. Four grad- 
uates replied to this question, and gave a range $400 to $9,193, - 
yielding an average of $3,498. Table 13 provides financial Information 
regarding the source of funds for the 1978 Hedlcal Assisting graduates. 

TABLE 13. Principal Source of Funds - Hedica) Assisting Graduates 



r " 

Source 


Number - Students 


Average % 


A. Parents 


7 


70 


B. Personal Earnings 


8 


28 


C. Agency Assistance 

(I.e.. CETA, DVR, Welfare) 


1 


70 


D. Financial Aid (I.e., work 
study, scholarships, loans) 

E. Spouse 

F. 6.1. Bill 


5 
2 
1 


47 

90 
100 


G. Other (Social Security* 
grant) 


1 


50 



All 14 of the Hadlcal Assisting graduates Provided Information on 
the source of their funds for education during 1978. These estimates 
suggest that a majority of the graduates financed t5?^''%*''tl"llIL*'^ 
parental Income or personal earnings, and several (five) obtained 
financial aid. 

Thirteen of the 14 Hedlcal Assisting graduates Indicated thj wroj- 
Imate costs over and beyond their usual expenses to «tJon<* Chjjeketa 
during 1977-78. Their estimates ranged from $25 to $750, leading to 
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33 



an average of $309 for the 13 graduates. 

Seven of the 14 graduates supplied financial estimates of fwjwf^ 
earnings during 1977-78. The. estimates ranged from $1,500 to $4»500, 
with an average of $3,135 for the seven IJedlcal Assisting students. 
Two of the 14 graduates paid out-of •district tuition for a total of 
five terms. 

Non«Econom1c Benefits For the training the 14 graduates received; 
they were asked to indicate the most Important and the second most 
Important benefits. There are reported belowj 

Most Important Benefits "To learn procedures and skills." "tab ' 
work anaextemshlp." "To learn a skill that I wouldn't have gotton 
any other way." "Being able to work In the medical field." "Learning 
to be a Medical Assistant. "^ "Actual experience working with doctors. 
"I will get a certificate - whatever that's worth." "Haying the 
security that f can work If something happened to my husband." "My 
experience and reaching my goal . " "Increased knowledge. " 

Second Most ImDortant Benefits "Wanted to be In medical profession." 
Teaming for own reasons at)out medicine." "To be able to hopefully 
get Interesting, good job." "Getting a higher paying Job." /6o1ng 
back to school after working for two years and feellna like I wasn t 
forced to learn as In grade and high school." "Experiencing moving 
to a new town." "Chance to renew medical knowledge previously ob- 
tained." "Learned about politics." "Self accomplishment." "Oob 
contacts." "Marketable skills and knowledge."- 
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Nursing * 

« 

F1ft,y»five persons coinpltted rtqulrfnwnts for olthtr tht 'AON or FN 
program durlno 1977-78^ Of thttt graduatts, 46 ptbpU OMpttttd 
the Po11ow*Up Quastlonnairt and retumtd It to tht Collega* 

Age Characteristics Table 14 describes the ages of the respondents 
at the time they entered their training and then at the tliae of their 
graduation* 



TABLE 14. Age Characteristics » Nursing Graduates 



Entrance Age 


No. of Students 


Graduation Age 


No. of Students 


17 


1 


19 


• 

1 


18 


...3.-. 


20 


2 


19 


8 


21 


6 


20 


4 


22 


6 


21 


3 


23 


4 


22 


3 


24 


3 


'23 


2 


^ 2^ 


1 


24 


1 


26 


2 


25 


1 


27 


1 


26 


2 


28 


2 


27 


2 


Z9 


1 


28 


3 


30 • 


3 ' 


29 


2 


31 


2 


30 


1 


32 


1 


31 


2 


32 


3 


32 


1 


34 


1 


34 


1 


36 


1 


36 


1 


38 


1 




1 


40 


1 


41 


1 


i4 


1 


'47 


1 


49 


2 


48 


1 


55 


1 


53 


1 






26 (aver.) 


46 


28 (aver^ 


46 



The average aae of the 46 Nursing graduates when th^ entered the 
program was 26» with a range of ages* from 17 to 53. Although the 
averaae aae was ^6, a majority of students at entrance to the program 
were In the early twenties. 

Employment Status Table 15 presents sumnmry Infonnatlon about the 
employment status of the 1978 nursing graduates. 

TABLE 15. Employment Status • Nursing Graduates 



Job RelAtec 
to Training 


NaiM / Add r*fi s s 

Employer 


Job Title 


1 IS 1 ^ 

(hr.) 


FT/ 
PT 


Mrs yorlt 

(Week) 


rill fill 

Date 


Tes 


Salem Memorial 
Hospital 


LPN II 


$4.85 


PT 


18 


7/78 


Yes 


Salem General 
Hospital 


LPN 


$4.40 


PT 


8 




Yes. 


Salem General 
Hospital 


LPN 


$4.03 


PT 


8 


- 


. Yes 

T 


Salem General 
Hospital 


LPN 


$4.13 


PT 


8 


«» 


Yes 


Salem Memorial 
Hospital 


LPN 


$4.13 


PT 




mm 


Yes 


Salem General 
Hospital 


LPN 


$4.03 


PT 


16 




Yes 


Salem Memorial 
Hospital 


Graduate 
Nurse 


$5.05 


FT 




7/78 


Yes 


St. Anthony's 

Hospital 

(Pendleton) 


Graduate 
Nurse 


$6.13 


FT 


40 


«» 


Yes 


Good Samaritan 

Hospital 

(Corvallis) 


Graduate 
Nurse 


$5.80 


PT 


24 




Yes 


Polk Community 

Hospital 

(Dallas) 


Graduate 
Nurse 


$5.31 


PT 


16 




1 Yes 

1 

1 


Gllsan Care 

Center 

(Portland) 


Charge 

Nurse 

(LPN) 


$4.75 


FT 


46 





36 
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TABLE 15. Employment Status, Nursing Graduates (continued) 



Job Related 
to Training 


Name/Address 
Employer 


Job Title 


Salary 
. (hr,) 


FT/ 
PT 


.Mrs. Uork 
(Week) 


starting 
Date 


Yes 


McMlnnvllle 
Conin. Hosplral 


Graduate 
Nurse 


$6.49 


PT 


32 




Yies 


St. Timothy's 
(Salem) 


LPN 


$4.00 


PT 


24 




Yes 


Cry of Love 
(Salem) 


LPN 


$4.55 

« 


, PT 

\ 


12 


* 


Yes 


{ U of 0 Health 
Science Center 
. (Portland) 


Graduate 
Nurse 


$6.74 


} 

FT • 


40 


6/78 


Yes 


Dallas Rest 
Home ' 


LPN 


$4.70 


FT 




6/78 


Yes 


1 Upjohn 's 
(Salem) 


LPN 


$4.50 


PT 


20 


6/78 


Yes 


Oregon State 
Hospital 


RN I 


$5.62 


FT 


40 




Yes 


'Chemawa Health 

Clinic 

(Salem) 


Relief 


$4.50 


PT 


• - 


- 


Yes 


Polk Community 

Hospital 

(Dallas) 


Graduate 
Nurse 


$5.44 


FT 


32 




Yes 


French Prairie 
Nursing Hosp. 
(Woodbum) 


RN 


$6.10 


FT 


36 


Tin 


Yes 


Homemaker's 
(Salem) 


LPN 


$6.50 


PT 


15 


6/78 


Yes 


Homemaker's 

Upjohn 

(Salem) 


LPN 


$5.00 


PT 


19 


6/78 


Yes 


Salem General 
Hospital 


RN I 




FT 


40 


7/78 




tABLE 15. Employment Status. Nursing Graduates (continued) 



to Training 


Maim / Addr#i&^ 

Employer 


Job Title 


Salary 
(hr.) 


FT/ 

PT 


Mrs. Nork 
(Week) 


Starting 
Date 


Yes 


Salem Memorial 
>tosp1tal 


Staff I 


m 

s 


mm mtb 

FT 




9/7o 


Yes 


Marlon Home 
(Sublimity) 


RN 


m 

9 


PT 

« 


24 


8/78 


Yes 


-^Care Age House 
Nursing Center 


LPN 


$4.00 


PT 


16 


m 


Yes 


Willamette 
Ambulance 


EMT 


$4.00 

> 


PT 


8 


m 


Yes 


Elderest 
Nursing Home 


Charge 
Nurse 


$4.25 


PT 


18 




Yes 

> 


Salem General 
Hospital 


•LPN 


$4.14 


PT 


16 




Yes 


Holy Rosary 
Hospital 
(Ontario,* OR) 


RN 


$6.85 


FT 


40 


9/78 


Yes 


Salem General 
Hosoltal 

f Iw w |/ 1 VIA 1 


Graduate 
Nurse 


$6.10 


FT 


40 


- " .. 


Yes 


Polk Community 

Hospital 

(Dallas) 


LPN 


$4.89 


PT 

• 


10 




Yes 


Salem Memorial 
Hospital 


Graduate 
Nurse 


$5.05 


FT 

* 


40 


7/78 


34 


28 Employed 
within College 
District 




$4.70 

(PT) 
$5.54 

(FT) . 
(aver.) 


21 P7 
13 n 


17 hrs, 
(aver, 
for PT) 


July 
(aver.) 



Of the 46 Nursing graduates In 1978 who replied to the College's - 
questionnaire, 34 persons Indicated they are employed In positions 
directly related to their occupational training at Chemeketa. The 21 
part-time persons earned an average of $4.70 per hour, with full-time 
Individuals (13 people) having a higher salary average - $5.54 per 
hour. Although most of the persons were working part-time, several 
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reporttd $t«rt1f)€| full-time, typically In July — one lontli after arad- 
uatlon ceremonies. Perhaps* of significance, fs the placement of 28 
of the 34 graduates- In jobs In the District. 

Piftanclal Characteristics The 1978 Nursing graduates were questioned 
about the approximate amount of money th|y earned In 1976-77, the year 
prior to them starting their full-time studies at^Chemeketa Cenmunlty 
College. ThIrty-tMO people provided Information, giving a ranoe from 
$700 to $20,000, and an average for the group of $5,310: For 1977-78, 
the last year of their occupi^tlonal training,, the Nursing graduatos 
were asked to Identify the approximate amount of money they earned 
while studying. TWenty-sIx graduates completed this Item of the 
survey. For the 26 Individuals, the estimates ranged from $300 to 
$10,000, with $2,052 as an average. 

Table 16 describes the principal sources of funds for the 1978 
' Nursing graduates. 

TABLE 16. Principal Source Funds - >iurs1ng Qradyates 



' Source 


Number - Students 

I 


Average % 


4 

A. Parents . 


12 


50 


B. Personal Earnings 


29 


r 39 


C. Agency Assistance 

(I.e., CEtA, DVR, Welfare) 


10 


60 


0* Financial Aid (I.e., work 
study, scholarships, loans) 


24 


49 


Spouse ' 




60 


F. 6.1. Bill 




5 


6. Other (Social Security, 
grant) 


4 


51 ■ :i 



Numerically, the 1978 Nursing graduates secured their funds from 
personal earnings and finwial aid respectively. However, on a , 
percentage perspective, agency assistance and spouse contlbuted 
significantly for financing the expenses of the nurse?* training. 



Thirty-eight graduates provided estimates of their experises overhand 
beyond usufrl costs to attend Chemeketa during 1977-78. These estimates 
ranged from $100 to $3,850 with an average of $1,170 for the year. 

Nfneteen Nursing graduates supplied financial estimates of foregone 
earnings for 1978 whITe.they were attending college, v^fhe 19.es- 
.tlmates .ranged from $700 to $20,000 with arf average of $7,636 for the 
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* group. Three of the 4^ graduates paid the out-of district tuition 
rate for a total of seven quarters of study. 

Non-Economtc Benefits ' As part of the survey* the 1978 Nursing 
graduates were encouraged to indicate the primary and the secondary 
benefits of the training they received. ' . 

Host Important Benefits "I now have a better paying Job." "Improve- 
ment In care I coultl ^ive aid-nurse." "Graduating." "The learning 
Experiences.'.' "Always wanted to be an RN," "Education and licenses 
received." "Having professional tralhino to' enable me to work In j.^ 
capacity I can appreciate." "Having a life-long, worthwhile Job/^ 
"Becoming a' nurse and Its costs and time." ^'Training to get a Job." 
"becoming an RN." "A dejree, better Job, etc. - pay." "Qualification, 
for employment." "Viewing different agencies." ^'Improve me personally. 
"Degree, better Job, better wages." "Availability and cost of program." 
"The personal satisfaction to know I can be a nurse. "^ "To earn ft 
degree for a higher payjjig Job." "Knowledge." "Graduation with 
career." "Helping profession that ts marketable. 'Realization of a 
goal." "Got me started and made my dream of becoming a nurse come 
true." "Personal satisfaction." "Entering nurfng career." "Becoming 

nurse." !' It accomplished iny goal of wanting to be a nurse." >"Re- 
achlng my personal goal." "Achieving a goal.f. "Personal satisfaction 
etc., self- Improvement." ''Fulfillment of a goal of 30 years." "I am * 
now a graduate nurse." "Personal satisfaction In ^olng career I want 
to do." "Reaching goal of being a nurse." ' "Personal satisfaction of 
occupation." "I hope to meet more chalTmes as an RN. ' "Reaching . 
a goal I wanted tn life, a stlmulatlno Intellectual environment*^ 
"A satisfying Job In many aspects." "Achieved position desired/"' 
"Koney." "I now have a much sought after occupation," "College . 
diploma." "Job opportunities." "Profession with good pay advancement." 

Second Most Important Benefits "Financial security.^' "Wll be ^ 
making mofTe money." "Better working conditions." .^'Profitable skills 
learned." "Good Job." "Monetary reward." "Good and varied Job 
opportunities." "The degree." "I enjoy all aspects -of nursing." 
"I have a career." "N6b111ty." "Attaining the education." "I have 
Job satisfaction." "Learned alot." "Living at home and attending 
school." ."Personal satisfaction of being able to fulfill a life- 
time dream." "Knowing I'm Intelllaent enough to make It through 
school for an Associate Degree.". "Appljcable skill for employment." 
"Becoming closer to set gpftls." "Helplna other people." "Service." 
"Acquisition of knowledge and skills." '^I grew as a person." "Gaining 
knowledge to help me In life." "Continuing education." "Job security." 
"Financial." "SelAsatlsfactlon In profession." "Jo work at something 
I enjoy." "Glvejna^an adequate Job for support." "Chance for State 
Boards." "Personal benefit." "Financial security." "Personal grat- 
ification." "Achievement of goal." "Exposure to other areas of the 
hospital (OR, IV, etc.)." 
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Well-Orming ' . 

NlniT persons, completed the requirement^^ for the Associate of 
Science Degree Ifi fielUOrlllIng In 1977-78. Eight of these gred^ 
uates completed and returned their fo11ow»Up Questionnaire to 
« the College. 

« As|fe Characteristics The ages of the eight students Mhen th«y ' 
entered the Mel 1 -Drilling Curriculum rahged from. 18 to 36, with an 
average: of 26 for the eight Well -Drilling student^. 

Employment Status The 1978 Wei 1-DHi ling graduates were asked to 
^provide information on their work & :i:uat1on. For those students who 
replied to the survey, sumnatlve data are presented In Table 17. * 

TABLE 17. Employment Status, Well-Drilling Graduates 



Job Related 
to Training 


Name/Address 
Employer 


Job Title 


Salary 
(hr.) 


FT/ 
PT 


Hrs. Work 
(Week) 


Starting 
Dat^ 


^ Yes 


Drilling 

Specialties 

(Salem) 


Drill er 


$8.33 


FT *' 


60 




Yes 


Bakersfleld 
Well & Pump 
Co. (Calif.) 


Driller 


$5.00 


FT 


50 




Yes 


Layne Western 
(Hiss Ion, 
Kansas) 


Jr. Field 
Super- 
visor 


$8.75. 


FT 


•40 


6/78 


Yes 


Schoen's well 

Drilling 

(Albany) 


Driller 


$5.00 

t 


FT 


40 


6/78 


Yes 


S & M Well- 
Drilling 
(Canby) 


^ Driller 


$5.00 


FT 


50 


m 



Eight of the nine Well -Drilling qraduates replied to the employment 
' part of the questionnaire. Of ti^e eight, five of the graduates were ' 
employed In jobs directly related to their Chemeketa training; the 
other three persons were not employed at the time of the survey. For 
the five employed graduates, three Indicated they would begin their 
jobs within one month of graduation; four of the five respondents 
secured employment outside of the State. The average salary for the 




five graduates providing employment data came to $6.42 per hour with 
all five working full-time. 

Financial Characteristics ' Six of the eight graduates provided ' 
financial estimates of the approximate amount of money thiiy.«amed 
In 1975-76, the vear prior to their beginning full-time studying at 
Chemeketa. The 1975-76 average salary earned by the six graduates 
* was $12,601, where estimates ranged from $9,000 to $20,000 with 
$9, 000. as the most frequently Indicated. Four of the eight graduates 
supplied estimates of money earned during the second year of their 
studying.. For 1977-78, the four estimates ranged from $600 to $5»000 
with an average of $3,325. The graduates were also asked to Indicate 
the pHnclpl^e source of their funds during 1977-78. This Information 
Is displayed In Table 18. 

♦ 

TABLE 18. Principle Source Funds - Well -Drilling Graduates 



4 


Source 


Number - Students 


Average % 


A. 


Parents 


3 


66 


B. 


Personal Earnings 


4 


45 


C. 


Agency Assistance 

(I.e.. CETA, DVR, Welfare) 


3 


42 


D. 


Financial Aid (i.e., work 
study, scholarships, loans) 


3 


18 


E. 


Spouse 


2 


26 


F. 


G.I. Bin 


2 


48 

« 


G. 


Other (VA) 


1 


100 ^ 



The 1978 graduates also provided estimates of how much It cost. them 
over and beyond their usual expenses to attend Chemeketa during 
1977-78. The estimates given by seven of the gv'aduates ranged from 
$800 to $5*000 and averaged $2,093 for the year. Three of the grad- 
uates Indicated the amount of dollars lost while pursuing their 
studies. The amounts ranged from $10,000 to $30,000 with an average 
of $18,333. One of the eight graduates paid the out-of -district 
tuition rate for one term of study t while the other seven persons paid 
£he In-dlstrlct tuition rate. 

Non-Economic Benefits The 1978 graduates' coninents regarding gains 
from their training are present below. 

Most Important Benefits "Being exposed to different types of 
dr in 1 ng . " "We 1 1 -DH 1 1 1 ng and Welding." "Drilling and contractor's 
license." "Knowledge." "Exposed to Well -Drilling." "A foot In 
the door of the grand water Industry." "Well -Drilling," "Basic 
understanding of water wells." 



Second Mo$t Important Btmflts ^'UnllmUod opportunities avallible." 
"Neidino." "Money and work." "Accumulated reference material." 
"Girls." "Education Improvement." "Receiving a degree In Mell- 
Orining." 



.Summary 

Of the 278 students who were enrolled In the nine programs, 92/ 
(or 33%) completed their program requirements In 1978. Another 56 
students graduated In 1978; however, they had started their studies ' 
prior to the falTof 1976. Combining the replies from the two groups 
of graduates, 113 (or 76%), of the 148 graduates replied to the College's 
graduate survey.. 

The typical graduate of the Early Childhood Education Program Is 24 
years old, earned $2,511 before studying, spent $1,390 for unusual 
college expenses, received funds primarily from parents and financial 
aid, was employed within two months after graduation, lost about 
$1,603 In earnings while attending Chemeketa, and received annual 
salary of $6,394 after graduation. 

For Computer Programnlng, the typical graduate Is 33 x<sars old, earned 
$6,000 before studying, spent"$530 for unusual college expenses, relied 
on personal earnings and spouse for Income, had a Job at. graduation, 
lost $U946 In earnings while attending Chemeketa, and was employed for 
$9,228 after graduation. 

The typical Fire Science graduate Is 22 years old, earned $5,579 before 
studying full-time, spent $604 for unusual college costs, financed - 
hls(her) education primarily through personal earnings and the (5.1. Bill, 
was on the job already, lost approximately $5,263 In earnings while atten 
ding Chemeketa, and received a salary of $11,892 In 1978. 

In Forest Products, the typical grauate Is 25 years old, earned a 
salary of $4,416 before studying at Chemeketa, spent $604 for unusual 
college expenses, financed hls(her) education primarily with personal 
earnings, was already on the Job, lost $402 In earnings while studying, 
• but received annual salary of $8,218 following graduation. 

The typical Forest Technology graduate Is 25 years old, made $7,700 
before studying, spent $896 for unusual school expenses, relied on 
personal earnings- and the 6.1. Bill, was on the Job at the time of the 
survey, lost about $1,985 In wages due to student status, and received 
approximately $8,755 for 1978 employment. 

Information from the Machine Shop graduates Indicates the typical 
person Is 31 years old, ^rned $8,000 during 1975, spent $550 for 
unusual college costs, was on the Job at graduation time, funded 
hls(her) education primarily with agency monies and financial aid, and 
earned about $9,754 uH>n completion of the program In 1978. 



In the Medical Assisting Progrwi, the typical graduate Is 23 years old, 
earned approximately $4,916 before studying, spent around $3W^^ 
unusual college expenses, was on the job at the time of the »urv;y» 
flSaSSed hts(her) Sucatlon basically with P*:*"**! 
clal aid, and earned $7,661 after completing the one year certificate 

curriculum. 

♦ 

For the Nursing Program the typical graduate Is 28 years old, earned 
about $5,310 In 1975 before beginning J"! il^n^ studies, was on 
job at the time of the survey, ^1n«J«J ^1 J (her) education 
ilth personal earnings and financial aid, lost Jfj^Wj^JJ^ . 
devoting time to education, but upon graduation received approximately 
$7,330 for an annual salary In 1978. 

The typical Well -.Drilling Program araduate Is 28 years old, earned 
about $9,000 In 1975 before beginning full-time studies, spent^ 
approximately $2,093 for unusual educational expenses, was on the Job 
at the time if the survey, financed his education mainly w th personal 
earn1ngs,lave up about ^5,842 while a student and was employed In 
1978 for approximately $11,849. . 

When the 1978 graduates were asked to state their primary and secondary 
non-economlc benefits attributed to their training. overaU^t^^^^ 
dicated much satisfaction with the education and the training oppor- 
tunities at Chemeketa Community College. 



HI. LEAVERS* CHARACTERISTICS AND PERCEPTIONS . 



The second component of the College's cost-benefit model required 
obtaining Information from the leavers of the nine occupational 
programs. Specifically, the College wanted to know from the 
leavers their: 

" . educational objectives for enrolling at Chemeketa 
Community College 

. reasons for not continuing their program of study 
which started Initially 

. attitudes toward their program experiences at the 
College's various student services; and, 

. the relationships of their education to thelt current 
employment and educational status. 

For the purpose of this study and the cost-benefit model, a leaver 
Is, defined as a person who, based upon Institutional records, did 
not complete all requirements of a particular program. As ah ex- 
ample, an Individual may have started studying In the Early ^lldhood 
Education Program In the fall of 1976, but did not complete the six 
term curriculum and graduate In the spring of 1976. A leaver Is 
further defined as someone who Is no longer enrolled In the program, 
but who may be pursuing another curriculum at Chemeketa, or has left 
IRi college. Table 19 Identifies the number of people for each of 
the nine programs who started, left, and replied to the Leaver 
Questionnaire (please see Appendix D for a copy of the College's 
Instrument). 



TABLE 19. SuniMry Information - Uavors 



, Prograirj 


NuQibtr of People Who 


X Of Peop1« Who 




Started 


WW 

Left 


Replied 


Still Attend 


Left 


Replied 


Early Childhood 


44 


32 


4 


4 


73 


13 


Computer Prog. 


22 


19 


3 


m 


86 


16 


Fire Science 


30 


15 


5 


1 


.50 


17 


Forest Products 


5 


3 




9 


Cf\ 
OW 




Forest Tech. 


21 


13 


m 


7 


62 




Machine Shop 


19 


13 


1 


2 


68 


8 


Medical Assist. 


20 ' 


4 




2 


20 




Nursing 


104 


48 


10 


9 


46 


21 * 


Well Orlllinq 


13 


6 


1 




46 


17 ^ 


TOTALS 


278 


153 


21 


27 1 


55 


15 



*the number of people who started the program In the fall of 1976* 
except for the Medical Assisting Program which Is a one-year currlcultff 
and leavers were tracked as of the fall quarter of 1975. ^ 

'^'^the number of people who left the program and may have left the coUeae 
or be enrolled In another major at Chemeketa; unable to account for stx 
students. 

^'^nhe number of people still attending Chemeketa and still enrolled In 
the program as of June, 1978. 

The data presented In Table 19 suggests that slightly more than fifty 
percent (153 out of 278) of the students originally starting programs 
left their designated majors* However, 27 students of the 153 leavers 
are still attending Chemeketa, and making progress on their programs. 

All of the 152 leavers were mailed questionnaires and for those students 
not responding a second form was sent after attempts to verify addresses .'"^ 
Securing completed questionnaires from leavers proved more difficult 
than In the case of obtaining graduate feedback because df the mobility 
of students and thus the change of their residencies. Twenty-one 




(or 15%) of the 153 leavers did reply and since the response rate Is 
small, the replies are grouped together rather than treatei separately 
by program. 

Educational Goals. Leavers The program leavers were asked to Identify 
their oWectlves In attending Chemeketa Community College. Table 20 
describes the leavers' objectives at the time they started their stu- 
dies In the various programs. 



TABLE 20. Educational Goals 



Objectives* ' 


No of 


Percentage 


to complete a degree or certificate 
leading directly to employment 


18 


72 

* 


to prepare for transfer to another 
college after completing a degree 
or certificate 


3 


12 


to prepare for transfer to another 
college without completing a 
degree or certificate. 


m 




to take courses for job upgrading; 
may or may not complete a degree 
or certificate. 


3 


12 


to take courses of Interest to me; 
may or may not complete a degree 
or certificate. 


1 


4 


TOTALS 


25 


100 



♦responses not mutually exclusive 



It. Is probably significant that almost half of the respondents had 
course, transfer, or short-range objectives for their studies. And, 
too, although college records are not readily available, some of the 
18 students who set degree or certificate goals are still pursuing 
them at Chemeketa. 



Reasons for Leaving . TabU 21 shows the various reasons the respondents 
gave for not re*enro111ng In their programs. 



TABLE 21 * Reasons for Laaving 



> 

KOftsons* 

{ 


No. of 
Students 




completed needea courses 


0 




uransporcatiOn pfODieins 


m 




transrerreo* another college 


1 




found job related to courses 


4 


19 


found Job 






conflicting job hours 


c 


7 


financial reasons 


3 


11 


change of residence 


1 


4 


grade problems 






dissatisfaction* instruction 


4 


15 


dissatisf action » course content 


; "3 


11 


personal /family illness, injury 


1 


4 


other personal family reasons 




m 


major not available, Chemeketa 




m 


unsure, educational goals 


2 


7 


College studies time consuming 




m 


courses not available, convenient 




m 


times 







Responses not mutually exclusive 



Although the number of responses from leavers is small, people appear 
to have left Chemeketa primarily for positive reasons— they completed 
needed courses and/or found employment related to the courses they took 
at Chemeketa. However, of the total leaver replies a certain number 
(7 replies) indicated dissatisfaction with the instructor and course 
content they experienced. 
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AttHude($) Toward Cheineketa's Services Several questions were 1n- 
ciuded on the Leaver questionnaire ioToHcit comtients about the 
experiences of the leavers and the effectiveness of the college services. 
Three of the 21 respondents Indicated they were "very satisfied* with 
their educational experience at Chemelceta*, 12 checked the ^satisfied" 
category; two leavers checked "neutral" and six students circled 
"disappointed" or "very disappointed." 

Table 22 shows the leavers replies for evaluating the college's various 
support services. » , 

TABLE 22. Evaluation, College Services 



Service(s) 



fc= 



Admissions 

Counseling Center Ser. 
Financial Aid 
Registration 
Placement 
Day Care Services 
Student Activities 
Library Services 
Veterans Services 
Time (tf course offering 
Variety of crs. ofrngs. 
Tutorial & Study Skills 

Services 
Career Info. Services 



Evaluatlon(s) 



VS 



1 
3 

1 
1 
1 

3 
2 

2 
2 
2 



19* 

12 
9 

19 
10 

1 

6 

15 
6 

17 
12 
8 



3 
2 
2 
3 
3 



3 
5 



VO 



2 
1 



NUS 



7 

10 
1 
7 

20 
12 
4 
15 



13 
14 



TOTALS 



18 



139 



25 



8 



= satisfied; D 
NUS * never used 



« dissatisfied; 
services 



98 



♦the number of students 

VS « very satisfied; 
VD « very dissatisfied; 

Overall, the College's supporting services were perceived as satis- 
factory or very satisfactory with the highest satisfaction ratings 
given in the admissions and registration areas. Dissatisfaction 
appeared to be greatest, although the number of replies was few, in 
the areas of time the courses were available as well as the variety 
of course offerings. Leavers' were also encouraged to identify the 
benefits they received from their courses. or program work at Chemeketa.^^ 
The most important benefits cited by the leavers included: 'Employment, 
the "Geology" courses, "Expand ny Interest in knowledge in coraputsirs 
and business," "Learning to be responsible," "Being objective, ob- 
serving and recording children in groups," "Counseling services, 
"Learned to be more discerning of courses and quality of instruction 
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offered," "Prepared me to take the State Board Examination for reg- \ 
Istered nurses, "The practical experience as a flreflohter," "Opened 
m world, expanded knowledge and growth^soclally and Mentally,^ 
"Wis finding an occupation I en^oy," "Certificate gained ImfiiTed me 
to take State Boards," "The knowledge I learned through classes and 
bookwork," The Leaver Questionnaire also called for the students to 
state the second most important Seneflts accured from their work. The 
secondary benefits Included: "Appreciated the Welding class," "En- 
joyed the time spent In class," "Adding knowledge to my career," 
"Understanding chljdren as Individuals,*^ "Financial aid," "In- 
creased knowledae," "The training as an EMT I," "To gain a professfon 
for employment," and ^Was finding a Job I can earn good monwy with 
(higher wages)." 

In another section of the questionnaire, 16 of the 21 leavers replying 
stated Chenfeketa met their needs, with 11 of 19 respondents planning 
to return to the College In the near future. An additional question ' 
concerned how might the College help leavers In the future. Comments 
provided by the leavers were: "Examine quality of Data Processing 
programs," "Continue to expand the Emergency Medical field," "Take 
more Interest In what's happening In t*ie different programs, example: 
Associate Degree Nursing," and "Providing classes transferable to 
Bachelor of Science In Nursing." 

Employment and Educational Status At the time of the survey (Suwitejr, 
1978}, 15 Of the 21 leavers were employed full-time and two persons 
were working part-time. Four of the 21 respondents were unemployed 
and seeking employment, while two Individuals were continuing their 
education at a higher level of study. Thirteen of the 19 leavers 
responding stated the courses they took at Chemeketa were directly 
related to their current employment, with another Individual Indicating 
thg course work was closely related. Only five leavers reported their 
course work as not being related to theTr occupation. The leavers were 
asked to indicate If they had b^en employed In an occupation related 
to the courses they completed at Chemeketa since they left the College. 
Eight of nine respondents stated they had not been employed In an 
occupation related to their courses. Perhaps, a clearer understanding 
of leavers' perceptions regarding use of courses is found In Table 23. 



TABLE 23. Leavers* Use of Courses 





No. of 


V 


Type of Help* 


Students 


Percentage 


Helped to obtain job 


9 


36 


Helped job performance 


6 


24 


Helped advance, present job 


6 


24 


No help 


4 


16 


TOTALS 


25 


100 



^Responses not mutua>ly exclusive 
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These replies Indicate the courses taken by the leavers helped them 
to obtain employment, maintain their job performance, or Increase 
their job mobility. Four of the leavers provided general conments 
about this question. The sutements Included: ''Help to understand 
water well hydrology," "Gave me background material to use In teach- 
Ing math, and per;spnal finance," "Helped me .be more patient, better 
listener," and "Learning, proper education for children and Interacting 
with them and the teachers." ■ \ 

The leavers were asked to rate the training they received at Chemeketa 
In relation to Its usefulness In performing their w6rk. Table 24 
displays the results of this question by the leavers. 



TABLE 24. Leavers' Rating of Training 



Rating 


No. of 
Students 


Percentage 


Very Good 


3 


16 


Good 


9 


47 


Neutral 


2 


11 


Poor 


4^ 


' 21 


Very Poor 


1 


5 


TOTALS 


19 ^ 


100 



Using these ratings supplied by the 19 leavers rej^lying,-bi5tir 
numerically and In terms of percentages, the-teavers judged their 
training as good or verxgood^^^r its application to their job per- 
formance. - 

In another section of the survey leavers were questioned about whether 
or not they would recommend the courses taken at Chemeketa to others 
employed in similar positions. Ten of 20 respondents claimed they 
would do so, with six undecided and four checking "no." 

Of the 21 leavers; seven were employed In their occupational area 
prior to enrolling In their courses at Chemeketa. So, by Inference 
it may be argued that the other 11 students did gain some employment 
advantage from course enrollments at the College. 

Six of the 21 leaver respondents were enrolled at other educational 
institutions (Portland Community College, Brigham Young, University 
of Oregon (2), Eastern Oregon State College, and Rogue Coimiunlty 
College). Four of the five reported no problems In transferring to 




their next Institution. Three leavers out of four replying hid all 
credit hours accepted; one person lost 1-3 crWIt hUurs; another 
lost 7-12 credlt'hours. Table 25.$ummr1zes the opinions of the 
leaver respondents on hoM mn Chemeketa prepared them for continuing 
their education. / , 

TABLE 25. Leavers' Attitude, Continuing Education Preparation 



Opinion 


NO. of 
Students 


- 

Percentage 


Very Good 


1 


17 


Good 


3 


SO 


Neutral 


1 


17 


Poor 


m 




Very Poqjr 


1 


17 


TOTALS 




. 101 (due to 
rounding) 



.For the six leavers who have registered at another college since thefr 
enrollment at Chemeketa, four of the Individuals rated the College's 
preparation for continuing education (sometimes termed transfer) as 
good or yery good. 

General Conments Beyond the questions, the leavers were encouraged 
to make any general statements reflective of their Chemeketa experience 
and to offer any suggestions for Improved fMnctlonIng of the College. 
These comments appear as submitted by the leavers, but the concerns 
might be best Judged In terms of any changes made at the College 
subsequent to the departure of the Individual. The comments Indicate; 
I am now In training as a Paramedic. Without the classes from Chemeketa 
Conmunlty College I would not have been accepted." "Outside projects 
In metal shop should be allowed In shop as a substitute for requlreds 
learning function." "It would be nice to take a courtse any semester. 
This (variety of class offerings) has to do mostly with closed fields 
where the classes are already picked out. Some I could do without. 
Some I would like to have added," "I would like to see an up-to-date 
easier to read print-out on Job availability," "I attend(ed) winter 
1978 - to this date despite numerous and I mean numerous attempts to 
obtain a grade notice - I still have not. I did finally receive 
(In 6-78) a transcript change notice showing I was not previously on 
Master Files - which I am unawaie as to why. I enrolled properly - 
paid, etc., which registrar stated was correct. I've given up on re- 
ceiving a formal grade notice," "Library was extremely noisy, books 
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were missing, courses In aData Processing were not related to 'real 
world,' Instructors were extremely poor," "Advanced courses In my 
area of Interest (Computer Prograniming) that I had not already taken 
were not offered," "Student activity center 1$ or W9s vjitry inadequate, i 
The eating center was (Skillet) poorly jeared fpr soclaV gathering 
place. But. I have not been there for about -2 years and 1 have' no Idea 
about what Its like now," .For me, the learning experience ifas great. 
Found each subject Interesting and atjtazed to realize there was so much 
to learn," "Library services were poor (not because of library staff) 
but because Nursing faculty did not supply llbrary^wlth book list 
prior to start of school and also Tisted required reading material 
which was no^ In the library collection. Also, too many film strips 
to view wllh insufficient tramber of viewers available," "Admissions - 
losing records. Registration - too time consuming and disorganized," . 
The whole process of Financial Aid Is too much of i hassel. It 
Isn't so much your office. It's alV cf"lFe red tape," "In Admissions 
I was told I didn't need to take Life Science because I took Biology 
and Chemistry. It turned out that I did. need to take a Life Science 
because I needed Physics. When I discovered this I had already 
dropped Life Science and missed a week In class,'! '"When registering 
for classes you had to do a lot of running around and not very many ' 
staff members knew what was going on." and another leaver noted, "Had 
to take lots of night classes because Nursing classes Interf erred and 
I had to miss general classes during the week because Nursing classes 
*<ere at the same time. Not only made more Hork and things more dif- 
ficult for me but also non-nursing Instructors." 

Summary 

Of the 278 Individuals who started the nine programs, the College 
was able to Identify 153 (or SS%) persons who left the programs, may 
have the College, or be enrolled In another major at Chemeketa. 
Records were not readily available to locate six of the 278 starters, 
but the College did. Identify 27 people still attending Chemeketa and 
still enrolled In their Initial major, as of June, 1978. Twenty-one 
(or 15%) of the 153 leavers answered thf Leaver Qufestlonnal^e, pro- 
viding the followint Information: 

. 18^ (or 72%) of the 21 leavers checked Xo complete a 
certificate or degree as their reason for attending Chemeketa; 

. 6 (or 22%) of the' 21 completed the courses they wanted, 
while another 4 (or }5%) of the 21 found jobs related to 
their courses; 

. overall, the leavers were satisfied with the various services 
(I.e., Admissions) of Chemeketa; 

. 13 of the 19 leavers replying Indicated tourses were directly 
related to their training, while 9 (or ZB%) said courses helped 
them ^to obtain employment; 

. 12 (or 63^^) of 19 leavers responding said training useful for . 
performing their work; 
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* ^ 10 (or sot) of 20 rcspondtnts would rftcomntiid tht courses' they 

' took at CheiMkota to others employed In slfollar positions; And* 

' * ♦ . 

. 6^ of the 21 leavers Mbre enrolled at dther post-secondary 

* Institutions with 4 of the 6 lor V%) rating their continuing 
educatfbn (Preparation at Chemeketa as good or very good. 

The general conments given by the leavers Identify some dissatis- 
factions with their experiences, but there' are Indications of 
satisfaction as well,. The* general comnents are, AerhapSt best Inter- 
preted In light of the tliAe when they were appllclble and the progress 
made since then. . ' 



IV; EMPLOyERS' AHITUOES TOWARD GRADUATES 

This section of the study reports attltudlnal Information from 
eh4}1oy6rs of Chemeketa's graduates (pitase see Appendix E f or copy 
of employers' questionnaire). As Table 26 Indicates, 113 (or 76 per- . 
cent) of the 148 graduates of 1978 replied to the College's Graduate 
Fol low-Up Survey. Fifty-seven (Or 50 percent) of the respondents 
gave permission for the College to contact their employers. 

TABLE 26. Summary Information-Employer Survey 



1 


Number 


of Pebpl( 


B Who 


% of People Who 


Program 


Graduated 


Replied 


Gave 

Permission 


Replied 


Gave 

Permission 


Replied 


1. Early Childhood Ed 


21 


17 


. 5 


4 


29 


80 


2. Computer Prog. 


7 


& 


. 5 


5 


100 


100 


3. Fire Science 


18 


. 7 


7 


5 


100 


/I 


4. Forest Prod. 


2 


2 








m 


5. Forest Tech. 


15 


8„ 

* 


6 


6 


100 


100 


6. Machine Shop 


7 


6 


3 




"50 




7. -Medical Assist. 


14 


14 


6 


5 


43 


83, • 


8. Nursing 


55 ' 


46 


21 


11 


46 


52 


9.- Well Drilling 


9 


8 


4 


1 


50 


25 


TOTAL 


148' ^ 


113 


57 


37 


50. 


65 



After an initial mailing to tlife 57 employers, a second mailing to, 
non-responding employers, plus a third attempt using the telephone. 
Thirty-seven (or 65 percent) of the employers returned their question 
naires. The suinnarized information is presented next, organized by 
the particular program area, as shown on Table 26. 



TABLt 27. General Assessment of Early Chlldhocd Education 

Graduates by Employers 



Skill 
Area 


Has all 

oKl 1 IS 

Needed 
5 


Has Many 
Skills 
Needed 
4 


Has Few 
Skills 
Needed 
3 


has None 
' of Skills 
Needed 
2 


Not Able 
To Rate 
1 


Math 
Skills 


*2 


1 








Technical 


2 


1 








Commun- 
ication 


2 


1 








Reading 


3 










Writing 


3 










Speaking 


3 




• 






Work 
Quality 


2 


1 








Relations 
with other 
Employees^ 


2 


1 




1 





employers. 



1 

1 


Very High 
Productivity 
3 


Good 
Productivity 
2 


Low 

Productivity 
1 


Work 

Quantity 

1 


2 




1 



46- 



/ 

/ 



I 



The specific questions asked of the Early Chndhood Education employer 
are given below, along with their evaluations and connents, 

I.,. In compoJuion MUh otheJU in tht 4«mi too/tfe gfuiup, how Wfuld you 
i Aott 'the. mjptotfztU oveJtaJtl pe^^o/owwce. " . 

In the top H J3L In the top h In the bottom h 
In the bottom ^St , ' ^ 

2. What uku thz Aou/tce that (U6Ute.d you in hifUng thJU mptoyztf 

Pri va te/State Empl oyment Agenc y' ' F acul ty Member 

College Placement Oilier: "Person applied for posTETon"> 
"Hired by prevlouslHrector". "Personal referenc'eT T 

3. Vid thz individuaZ{6) you mploy^d dmjnitHott a baUc undzfutanding 
oi thz BoAly CkUdhood Education iieJtdt 

Yes No ^ Comments: "Has a very strong theoretical as well 

as practfcarorasp of Earl vTCHTTdhood Education" > "We had a bad 
tac K Of commjnicatlon wHh last year's director so employee couTifi't 
work UP to her full potential" , . ... • 

4. WeAe tkzJit ofiioi in u)tUah thz individual fizqwUzd mo/te tAoiningt 

Yes 1 No 2 Comments: "This was her first job outside of the 
' controlled Cenier". "First year jitter's are normal until you get 
th e feel of all your schooling- into a workable pattern", "The 
individual has performed her job with skill and competenci^ 

5. StoAtind 6aJtcuiy ioK ^^ouk mptoyttU) i6 $269 pzA, month. 
(This $269. fs ^n average of the 3 responses) 

6. Vo you solicit opiniOfii/6uggeij&tioni ^Ajom yoWi mployzzU) and mt 
thzy implemznttd intx> youA pKognml • 



Yes _3 No Comments : "^ The staff works as a team and this 

employee as well as others' opinions/suggestions are sought and 
emphasized", "We support each other an^ are open to all new 



methods" . 

7. Vid you <uk Chmektta EoAJLy CkUdhood Education Ataii ioK Hzcommnd" 
otionA bz^ofie. kOUng youJi mplqyze.? 

Yes 2 No 1 Comments: "I believe she was brought to our 

attention by her pastor". 

S, Gznznjol ComzntAi "This employee had some difficulty adjusting to 
new conditions, but of lack of experience this is expected". "The 
employe e demonstrated much strength and had been very well prepared 
for the position", "I feel we have an excellent school here". ~ 

♦Indicates the number of graduates given this rating by their employers. 
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Computer Progranwilng Table 28 describes the atneral assessMint made 
by the employers of the five Computer Prograwming graduates of 1978. 

TABLE 28. GeneraV'Assessment of 
Computer Programming graduates by Eitiployers 



Skill 
Area 


Has alio 
Skills 
Neieded 
5 


Has Many 
Skills 
Needed 
4 


Has Few 

Skills 

Needed 

3 


Has None 
of Skills 
Needed 
2 


Not Able 
To Rate 

1 


Math 

dKi 1 1 S 


♦2 


2 








Technical 




3 


1 


• 




Coninun- 
Icatton 


3 


1 








Reading 


3 


1 








Writing 


3 


1 








Speaking 


2 


2 






V 


Work 
Quality 


2 


1 


1 






Relations 
with other 
Employees 


2 


2 









♦Indicates the number of graduates given this rating by their employers^ 





Very High 


Good 


Low 




Productivity 


Productivity 


Productivity 


Work 


1 


3 




Quantity 









5s 
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The specific questions asked of the Computer Prograrnnlng employer 
are given below, along with their evaluations and conments. 

1. In compcuiUon (oCtfo otktfu In the, ^ome mnk gnoup, hoia laoutd you 
Hate, thz mptoy6.e.U ovtnall poi^oAwonce. ' 

in the top h *3 In the top H In the bottom % 1 

In the bottom k 

2. (Uhat ittw the, Aoaiice that a6^lite,d yau in hlfUng tkU employtzt 

Private/State. Employment Agency ^ Faculty Member 

College Placement 3 OtRer: "Havelcnown employee for 10 years 
as a co-worker" . , - - 

3. ^ PoeA the. emptoye.e. have, cdexiuatt knov^t^€ o^t 

a. 6y6tem hoAdmJU ccnctptA Yes ^ No 

h» i^tm ^o^tmAe, canczptA Yes No 

4. Vou thz emptoyte. have. neceA^oA^ kmtfiUdQZ o,i Job zowOvot tanQuagz 
KeZzvant to thz machint uAed In yovJi 4fwpf Yes _3 -No 

5. PofcA tht ejnployzz hcLve, mfiHng knouitzdgz 0(J thz lanQuaaz uAzd in 
youA.6hop, i.e,., COBOL, FORTRAW, RPG, oK otheAl Yes No __ 

♦ . * 

6. JleZatzd to thz lUt oi thz lanQuagz, doeA thz mploytt havz 
adzquate, knouitzdgz o^i 



a. 


pJioQfiam cont/wZ bKzaiu 


Yes 


4 


No 




6. 


indexing ok Aab6CJUpting tables 


Yes 


4 


No 




c. 


moduloA. pKognamiinQ tzchUquzi 


Yes 


4 


No 




d. 


^ubAoiutinz pnogKcuming 


Yes 


2 


No 


1 


e. 


acceAA mzthodA ion, 6zqazntial iitz hoLndJUng 


Yes 


3 


No 


1 




aczzi6 ioK diJLZct ok indzx ^z handling 


Yes 


2 


No 


2 




^oK debugging at thz AouKcz tzvzt 


Yes 


3 


No 


1 


h. 


ioK dzbugging at thz dump Izvzt 


Yes 


2 


No 


1 



7. Vozi thz employzz havz adzquxUz knof/otzdgz oi doamzntation tzzh- 
niquzi ati 

a. thz pKogKom tzveZ Yes _4 No 

b. thz 6yUzm& tzveZ Yes 3 No J 

c. thz oACA'A lz\feZ Yes 2 No J 

d. opeAation nun Izvzl Yes _3 No _J 

♦Indicates the number of graduates given this rating by their employers. 
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S.. VotA tfouK emp£o(/ee .have .octe^uote fenoMHted^e oi 6y6tim duign eonceptA 
. Yes 3 No 1 



9. Vou youK emptot(i.t havz adequajU kwMUdsfCoit 

a, coAd iomout dtUgn ^ Yes ^4 No 

piUiiiid fitpoAt dtiign ' Yes JJ No 

c. dUk oJi tape, /uzcond lctyowt design Yes 4 No 



10. Vou youA. zmployte, have. 6eutliiaietoHif a£jc.ountln$ knowtexi^tf 
Yes, 4 No 

1 1 . Vot& the employze have, mo/te accjountinQ bojckgHotrnd than MjdUAOAy 
ioft peAioHmance, oi Jobi Yes J| ; No J[ 

}2. co6t accjounting mcti^a/iy ^OK thz peAXoAMOitce oX the, emptoyttU 
jobt _ Yes _L. No ^ 

13, U manageAXal occountLng ne.ceMaAy ioK tke. peAioAmamt oi tht 
employtzU jobf f \ N ecessary J Desired 3L Not Needed 

U, VoeA yovJi emptoyte. have, adequatt knouttedgz oi on-JUne pnjoQfwminQt 
Necessary 2 D esired I Not Needed (No»l) 

IS, Poe6 youA ejnptoyeA havz adejquate, knowledge, in ppeJuUing tfte comp^te/tf 
1 N ecessary 2 D esired Not Needed (Yes » 1) 

U. ComejntAt' "Employee had superficial knowledge of debugging prograns 
by examining Input and output results, determining fields affected 
and tracing suspect code^ areas. Not able to work without constant 
supervision. Very good productivity when assigned "Gopher" jobs 
that did not require abstract thinking", "I feel that employee's 
Involvement with us as a Cooperative Work Experience student prior 
to hiring him was a definite asset to us^and a1s6 an advantage to 
him", "Employee worked here full time tffree months In 1977 through 
Cooperative Work Experience. Many skills were gained through CWE". 

Fire Science The specific questions asked of seven Fire Science 
employers are given below, with evaluations and comments ffora five 
employers. 

J. Vot& the. employee have, a good oveJiyteM oi the, Vihz VfuotectLon « 
cj(VieejL2 Yes _5 No 

Comejnt^i "Employee seems to understand the fire service and the 
opportunities of a fire service career", "Has problems sometimes 
understanding the bucket process", "Employee had served this 
department as a second generation volunteer, leading to his Interest." 
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2. Vou the. mploytt 6hm & po4lU\ft attltuMe. and iniluAMJit 
Yes J_ No - 

ComtnUi "Employee shoifs a genuine Interest In his work", "Very 
good". 

3.. U tkz employe.t motlvatzd to /lecfuce thz iUt pvobJbm <u a pubJUd 
hvwlttl Yes 4 No J 

ComtYtUi "Employee has a personal-Interest In helping people, 
especially the CPR and First Aid programs. He shows an Interest In 
all programs that can help himself and the fire service", "He Is 
aware of fire problem but whether of not he's motivated to reduce Is ' 
unknown", "At this time the employee shows an Interest, time wfll 
tell", "Not highly motivated toward the public service aspect of 
the job", "Shows Interest In fire prevention field. This position 
allows him to pursue his Interest In fire prevention and still partic- 
ipate In the glory of fire suppression." 

Specific Job Performance Rating Code: 

5..... Consistently exceeds performance requirements 

4 Often exceeds performance requirements 

3 Meets performance requirements . ^ 

2.. ...Almost always meets performance requirements 

1 Usually falls to meet performance requirements 

X.....Not observed , 

A. Fire Suppression 

•1. STATION WORK , . 

5(3.6)* ObAQJivancz oi ft/o^fctng Hoaw 
3.8 Cooptnatiovi and Tzm Wofik 
3.6 M<Unte.noLnce. o£ QiiOAttu 
3.2 t^aintzmncz oi AppcuuttuA S BqtUprmnt 
3 Malntznancz o£ ZzpofuU $ KtcoKd& 

Commntii "A good worker who Isn't afraid to do extra work on his own". 

2. BASIC SKILLS 

5(4.8) KnovilddgtL oi B<ulc SkMU 

3.6 AppticjcvUon oi Standcuid Tzcknlque, 

3.4 CoAe and LUz oi TooU 6 AppoAatiu 

3.8 Mertta£ MeAtne^6 

3.8 CoopeAation and TzamooH.k 

4(2.6) OU^AvatCon oi Saiojttf VHX.nclptu 

*F1ve employers ranked the five graduates resulting In an average of 3.6. 




I 

V ■ ... . ^ 

Comtnt&t '*Has the ability and Initiative to do a good Job*** 

3. EHERGENCY UORK ' 

S(3»6) AdjuAtmnt to Situation 

3»6 ItupoMt to Ondtfu 

3.6 Apptication oi StandoAd Tzdmiquz 

3,8 CoopeAotion 8 TemmoHk 

3,4 0b6iA\fan&t oi Saitty TzdmiquzA 

ComMJivUt "Does his work with a minimum of extra Instruction, He ' 
understands and adapts well", 

4. PUBLIC RELATIONS 

5(3,4) l^tULng 6 HandJUng PubUc 
3.2 GtmAot Conduct 
3,4 GzMAol AttUade. 

ComzntAt "Enjoys working with the public'*, 

5. PHYSICAL CONDITION 

5(3,8) Gzntndl Appijomnat ^ 
3.6 EnduJumat 
3,8 AgitUy 

Com<Lnt6t "S110it1y Obese", "Keeps a neat appearance and works to 
stay Physically fit", 

6. SUPERVISORY ABILITY 

4(3.3) Planning S A66i&ting ^ 

4(3.5) THoining S InUJiucting 

3(3)^ Viiciplimviy ContKol 

3(3.3) <E\/atuatinQ PzA^owmnct 

4(3.3) Ltjadejuhip 

4(3.3) Making VtcUiom 

4(3.8) AppnoacMabHUy 

Comzntsi "Hasn't acted In supervisory capacity, but shows Interest 
and ability to do so". 
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B. FIRE PREVEHTION 

1. INSPECTION 

4(3,3) Application oi Codu . 
3.3 ThoAoughnu^ o( IwApectton, 
3 ?Ke.p<vuvtion^i Rzpoftt6 

2. PUBLIC EDUCATION 

4(3.8) Knouitedgz oLSabjttt 

VziiciMcius "Practical knowledge which comes with 
experience"; "Due to probationary period of one year, 
have not really had a» chance to observe any deficiencies. 
If there are any". 

4(3.5) TabUc SpeoUwg AbUUy 

2(3.5) Plouming B DzvUopmnt ?Jw^nam& 

Cotmti/vUt "Employee has done well In public education classes In 
CPR". ^ 
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Forest Techrtoloa v Table 29 describes the general assessmnt made by 
employers of the six Forrest Technology graduates of 1978. 



TABLE 29. General Assessment of 
Porest Technology Graduates by Employers 



Skill 
Area 


Has Al 1 

Skills 

Needed 

S 


■ Has Manv 

Skills 
4 


Uac Fmii 
nci9 r vff 

Skills 
Needed 

3 


nci9 minif 

Skills 
Needed 

2 


Hot Able 

To Rate 

1 


Math 
Skills 


♦1 


2 


' 1 

1 


• 


2 


Technical 


2 


.4 








Connun- 
1 cation 


3 


3 






1 


Reading 


3 


1 


1 




1 


Writing 


2 


2 


1 






Speaking 


2 


.4 








'• Work 
Quality 


4 


2 








! Relations 
\ with other 
; Employees 


4 


2 









^Indicates the number of graduates given this fating by their 
employers. 





Very High 


Good 


Low 




Productivity 


Productivity 


Productivity 




3 


2 


1 


i Work 


3 


3 




Quantity 









The specific questions asked of the Forest Technology employer are 
given below, along with their evaluations and confqents. 

U In cjompaJiUon viiMi othoM In. tht iomt vionk gfioup, how wouJU you 

In the top h *4 In the top h J In the botW H 

In the bottom h ^ » * ^ 

t. What um tke. Aou>ice that a^6Ut^ you In hOUng thU emptoyeAt 

Private/State Employment Agency T Faculty Member 

College Placement 3_ OiRer; High School reference 

3. PoeA tfie mptoytz have a tooKfUng knoaotedgt oi tht 6CL^eXy puicXltu 
iKhlck should be i^oltomd? Yes _J No 

Comtnt&t "This employee has not had an accident In the past 
three seasons", "Employee Is fairly safety oriented", "Excellent 
attitude towards safety". 

4. 16 tht mpioytz abtt to pKopvily a6e tht tquipmnt ioM 
a. F-tAe Hghting Yes 6 No 

6. SuAvtylng Yes 3 No 1 Conroentst "Not used" 

C. fOKQJit IKtYU^ufuxtloni 

{ 1 ) OujLUing Yes _3_ No Comments : "Catches on fast", N/A 

It) Seating Yes J_ No Comments: "No experience", 1^/A 

(3) tUcuihing Yes _4_ No Comments: "Very good". N/A 

d, OthoJi kinds oi iofiut actwltluf Yes _5 No 

CommtntAt "Recreation-Parks", "Employee is pretty adaptable 
to most work situations", "Employee did a good job on every- 
thing he was assigned to", "Sales Recon-Sale 'layout, map and 
exhibit preparation", "Reforestation-tree planting Inspection". 

5. PoeA tht employ tt fiave tht skitlU to ptK^om tht KtquVizd ilttd 
Mto^ife In tht abovt oKtaU)? Yes 6 No 

Comtnt&i "He has basic skills, but needs more experience", "He 
did a good job on everything he was asigned to", "Only In 
Engineering, Surveying, and Recreation", "Some workshops planned". 

6. Vot& tht tmptoytt ha\ft tht skAJUU to xtoud tMcps andloK atfuAl 
photos iofi dtttnminlng iltld locations? Yes 6 No 

Commtntsi "Has had little experience in maps and photos", "He 
is still learning in thii area". 

7. Is the. mploytt*s attitadz toukVid hU vioxk posltlvt? Yes 5 No 

Cotmtnts: "Especially after he came to work for me in timber", 
"Excellent attitude toward work". 
♦Indicates the number of graduates given this rating by their employer. 
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i, Otntiial Comznt6t "Very dependable* takes high Intertst In his 
work\ "A very good BLM employee during the three sumMrs. Had 
no reservations about hiring him on « permanent status'*, "He has 
recently been hired on a WAE position with the District Timber 
Department. He 1$ now part of our full time work force and Is 
progressing quite well as a career conditional empToyet", "He * 
ts a good employee and X would recommend him for a Job with the 
Forest Service anytime", "He Is a good hand. He Just recently 
wa$ given a permanent position being selected from a long list of 
applicants", "This employee, like others who came to me from 
Chemeketa, came well qualified". 

Medical Assisting Table 30 describes the general assessment made 
by. five of the six employers of the six medical assistant graduates 
of 1978. 

TABLE 30. General Assessment of 
Medical Assisting Graduates by Employers 



Skill 
Area 


Has All 
. Skills 
. Needed 
5 


^ Has Many 
Skills 
Needed 
4 


Has Few 
Skills 
Needed 
3 


' Has None 
of Skills 
Heeded 
2 


Not Able 
To Rate 
1 


Math 
Skills 


*1 


2 








Technical 


1 


3 


1- . 






Conriun- 
1 cation 


1 


3 


1 






Reading 


1 


3 








1 Writing 


1 


2 


1 






■ Speaking 


1 


2 


2 






: Work 
. Quality 


1 


1 


. 3 






Relations 
with others 
Employees 


1 

'l 


2 


\ 1 

I 

- * 





*Ind1c/ites the number of graduates given this rating by their employer. 





Very High 


Good 


Low 




Productivity 


Productivity 


Productivity 


Work 




4 


1 


Quantity 
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The specific questions asked of the Medical Assisting employer are 
given belOM, along with their evaluations and conments* 

I. In compoAUon \aitk otheAA M tht, ^ome mnk gAou;^, ko¥t vxtuld you. 

In the top % *1 In t?ie top H 2 In the bottow H 1 
In the bottom ^ 1 > 

t. What vm the, AouAce that Minted you in hifUnQ tkU enptoyttf 

Private/State Employment Agency ^ Faculty Member 

College Placement 2 OtRer: " I requested to have this employee 
as an extern". "Person was a student here". "She was our student 
and hired her when an opening developed" . ' [ 

3. K& an employ zfi, did you. undtutand that the. gnadmtt im coming to 
you zqupped laWi tntky iittd 6kltUt Yes 3 No 2 

ComentAi "Minimum skills exhibited - requires on job to be pro- 
ficient. This not fauft of training or student". 

4. WeAe you AotUiied vtUth thz dlvejaity oi entftjy lzveZ'AkUU? 
Yes 4 No 1 

' (tlith the dzpth oi thoAt 6luJtJU? Yes 3 No 2 

Coiiine*ttA: "Being a conscientious person, she made sure to learn 
any skill necessary that she didn't have". "Sh^yttTd very few of 
the skills which she was supposed to hiive learneii. I also was 
under .the Impression that she graduated, butvhad not". "Skills 
exhibited are' conslstant with training. Would not know how to 
Improve the program ^1nce all offices are not operated the same 
way. For Instance, only R.N.'s are allowed to give Injections 
in our office". 

5. WoA the pfLoie^UonatUm exMibited by the gnaduatt ^atUiactoJiy 
uxLth nzgoAd tos 

a, the medical coimmUXy? Yes 3 No 2 

6. the oiitce AtaW Yes 2 No 3 ' 

c. the patient cUentele? Yes 2 No 3 

Commettt*: '"She carried rumors between oiir staff. She did not 
Instill confidence In the mass", "Need to stress Physician/ 
Medical Assistant teamwork concept", "Considerable training on the 
job necessary %o bring students to par In above areas". 

6. Vo you iind the. graduate* ^ undeMtanding o^cjoniident4atitu, the 
docJtoK-patleH fieZation&hip and otheji legal and ethical 6ubjett& 
^atiiiajctonjy? Yes 6 No 

*7. Have you eveA had a ikedlcal KA^JUtlng student In youK oOice, inm 
pfukcJtlcal expenlente duAtng hU/heJi tMtningI Yes 3 ' ' No 1 -. 

^Indicates the number of graduates given this rating by their employer. 



7. icantimfd) 

Vo yoa viUh to be catvtacJUdAtgoAdiMg ^uck d jptacmznt in tht iutumtt 
V«s 4 No 1 

CotimntAt "I have nolrfound It) satisfactory**, ^He usually take a 
student each^year". 

. ' J • . 

S. GznvuU Coinne»tt&: "Student.felt capable bd coinpiftent. Students 
and faculty should consider sterile technique and drug reactions 
when teaching, and only highly trained personnel should do )ffwt 
students consider as routine In many cases. Again all offices 
are different." , - 

Nur sing Education Table 31 describes. the general assessment made by 
TTemployers of the 21 Nursing Education graduates of 1978 who gave 
employer permission to furnish evaluations to the College. 



TABLE 31. General Assessment of 
Nursing Education Graduates by Employers 



Skill 
Area 


Has All 
Skllls^ 
Needed 
5 


Has Many 
Skills ' 
Needed 
4 ' 


Has Tew 

Skills 

Needed 

3 ' 


Has None 
of Skills 
Needed 
2 


Not Able 
To Rate 
1 


. Math 
Skills 


4 


3 




t 


i 


Technical 


6 






4 




Cdninuifi- 
Icatlon 


7 


2 / 


2 

V r. 




f • 

* 


Reading 


7 


2 








Writing 


8 


2 








V Speaking 


8 


2 








Mork 
Quality 


8 


3 








Relations 
with other 
Employees 


7 


4 


/ 







♦Indicates the number of graduates given this rating by their employers. 





Very High 
Productivity 
3 


Good 
Productivity 
2 


Low 

Productivity 
1 


Work 


6 


4 


• 


Quantity 






i 








1 



68 
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The specific questions asked of the |(urs1ng Education enployifr are 
given below, along with their evaluations and comments* 

t. Ik compaJUion wWCothiJU in the, 4ame wonk gfioup, kotio u)ouZd yoa 

In the top H *6 In the top H 5 In the bottom h 

In the bottom % . 



2. fahat MkU houAXLt that MUtzd you in hUum thU mptoyitt 

Private/State Employment 1 Agency Faculty Member 

College Placement ^ Other: "l kneilier as an LPW and watched 

her progress, dijrl no nurses training", "Ex-yolunteer'^^ "We^hlre 
many Chemeketa araauates if we can provide them with adequate 
supervision", "schoolmates or herself, "Herself. "Fonner 
employee".' , 

3. Vou thz mplyzz undtfutand thz boAlc contzpti oi mMcal and 
6uAgicjal oAepA^? Yes 11 No . 

4. VozA employ havt undeMtanding oi ^a^ety pmcJtice^ which should 
be ioUouKxi? Yes 10 No 

5. Voti employ tz coniUttntly give intelUgentMtal patient cojie, 
vDitk atttntion to individwal neecUf Yes 10 No 



V 

6. Poe6 employee ofiganlze. vtell and coAAy out oA^ignmenti easily 
(/nith attention to pHioxUitit Yes 10 ^ No , 

7. employee atmy6 thon/)ugh and cornpttent in implementing nuMing 
coAe, and in fiecognizing pftinciplt& undeAZying pKacexiu/ueAt 

Yes 11 No Commzntii "Within limits of our setting^ . 

8» VoeA employee. Kecognize. ou)n ItmLtationi and 6eeJk aA6i6tanc.e 
uihen needzd? Yes 11 No ComentA « "V ery much so, 

never oversteps qualifications" . 

it • 

9. Poe^ employee makt pehtlnent obAeJivatiom in a manmeA that U 
conc>Ue, in^onmative legible and cjon&iitently mil donzt 
Yes 11 No 



10. Vozi employee atilizz and cafiz ioK ejiiaipment including patienti 
pzMonal item&f Yes 10 No Coimznt&t " No knowledge". N/A. 

/ 7 . Vou employee apply theory to pnacticz in hztting puioKitiZA and # 
makz good dzci&ioM ba&zd on alttfinativz& availablzt Yes 11 No 
Comments s "I feel that she does" . 

72. Voz6 employee have good inteJipzuonal fLzlationAhip6 vtith 6ta££, 

patizntA and pzzfuf ' Yes 11 No 

^Indicates the number of graduates given this rating by their employer. 




}3. U zmployte. aUt to accept aoMtAuctivt, uUXJLcUm and pj^iU by W 

Yes 9 No ComzvuUt "Fair**, "Have not p1ac«d htr on any 

case where we Have felt need to criticise", "There wai no need for 
criticism", / 

14, U enptoytt HAtUblt and xuouACJtiul and cawuf out d^QoXnd 
dttzgated Ae^pon^lUUtleA to cmptetiont Yes ' 11 y No 

15. U thz anptoytt pKompt toith t^eatmzntA and mmAMg koAt and JiepoJvU 
to mAJk on tUnt? Yes Ml No 



H, U the. ejniploytz aimy^ neat, cZmn and mJU Qfvoomdt Yes 11 No _ 

Well Drnilng Table 32 ^escribes the general assessment made by one 
employer of the four Well Drilling Graduates of 197$ who gave permission 
to their employers. 



TABLE 32. General Assessment of 
Well Drilling Graduates by Employers 



Skill 
Area 


Has All 
Skills 
Needed 
5 


Has Many 
Skills 
Needed 
4 


Has Few 
Skills 
Needed • 
3 


Has None 
of Skills 
Needed 
2 


Not Able 
To Rate 
1 


Math 
Skills 




1 




/ 




Technical 




1 








Commtn- 
1 cation 


1 










Reading 




1 








Writing 




1 








Speaking 




1 








Work 
Quality 




1 








Relations 
with other 
Employees 


1 




« 







^Indicates the number of graduates given this rating by their employers. 





Very High 
Productivity 
3 


Good 
Productivity 
2 


Low 
Productivity 
1 


Work 
Quantity 


1 




* 
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The specific questions asked of the Well Drilling employer are given 
below, along with their evaluation and comoents. 

U In compcULUon i/tUth othM In tht 6cmt viOKk gfuoup, km muJtd yoix 

In the top H *1 In the top H In the' bottom Jj 

In the bottom h ~ 

2. Uhat the, i&du/tce that au^Uttd you In hiUnd thli mptoifttt 

Private/State Employment Agency Pacutly Member 

College Placement CtRir: "He is my son". 

5. Voti the. employee, have, a MjJdUng knovitedgz oi theL ^a^ety p/toctcce^ 
(/ohich should be iottamdl Yes 1 No 

I 

4. OoeA the. employee ha.\>e the 6kitU to peAioJvn dfUlting opeMtionA 
uiUh rimLwrn 6upeJi\fliton1 Yes 1 No ; 

5. U the emptoyejeU attitude tomAd hJU cjuiit poAltlvet 
Yes 1 No 



6. Poe4 the employee have the te.ehnicai knowitedge. nexieAAaA.y to . 
peA^om the KequUed dnJUUUm opeMtAjon^^ Yes 1 No 

7. Poe4 bie ejnploye.e lack any mjo^ ikilU ok knoviUdQe n&ctbiOAy 
to oLtcomplUh a^Atgned toAlut Yes T No ^ 

Coment&t "Will need at least five years In school of hard knocks". 

<. GeneAol ComentAt "Very pleased with my son's experience at 
Chemeketa. I hope that this program Is continued In the future". 

♦Indicates the number of graduates given this rating by their employer. 
Suinnary 

Of the 113 graduates who answered the Graduate Fol low-Up Questionnaire 
In the spring of 1978, 57 (or 50X) of them gave the College permission 
to contact their employers. Thirty-seven (or 65X) of the employers 
replied to the request for opinions of graduates* effectiveness. 

Overall, the employers of the graduates rated the graduate's performance 
as excellent, as being productive, and having the common and specific 
skills critical to their success on the job. 



Y. ECONOMIC COSTS AND BENEFITS 

The major objective of this section of the report Is to revlen the 
nine selected occupational programs offered by Chemeketa conmunity 
College, and to establish some of the more critical «conoin1c costs 
and benefits of these programs In relation to the individual students 
who enrolled In the programs and to society In general. There are four 
parts to this report: the first one Is a course matrix for the nine 
programs; the next component Is economic costs followed by economic 
benefits and cost/benefit ratio data for each curriculum. 

The economic costs to the Individual student Include tuition, fees, 
books, supplies, and any unusual expenses over and beyond there regular 
expenditures. An estimate of foregone earnings Is also shovmjs an 
educational cost to the student. For society, the costs are the op- 
erational expenses of Chemeketa Cownunlty College, the loss of tax 
revenues, and the foregone productivity of the employee. 

The economic benefits for the Individual Infclude Increased earnings, 
while the benefits for society Include additional tax revenues, and 
Increased productivity to society. , 

The method used in this study is based on the work W D»'-"ehar Aurora, 
UniversHy of Wisconsin - Stout, as reported in the investigation by 
Arthur Weiner and Arthur Mason entitled Cost Benefit Studies (1974) 
at Moraine Park VTAE District, Fond du Lac, Wisconsin, as with the 
Weiner and Mason study, modifications have been made to convert the 
method of Dr. Aurf-ra's model to present resources and data available 
at Chemeketa Community College. The following Ojjtl^n^* .Jjj!".;;;;? 
the Weiner and Mason work (1974), includes Chemeketa modifications, 
and describes the method used to gather cost and benefit data. 

Outline of Cost Benefit Method 

I. Develop a Course Matrix for the Program(s) Under Evaluation 

A. Course number (all courses) 

B. Course title 

C. Instructor's name and annual salary 

1 . name 

2. contract salary 

3. other payroll expenses 

D. Number of students in the course 

E. Course hours per week 

F. Number of course hours per week taught by the instructor 
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G. Instructor cost per course 

H. Instructor cost per student 

II. Determine Economic Cost Input 

A. Instructor - establish the Instructor salarv cost for each 
course, with other payroll expenses for each Instiruqtor 
Included. Divide this total cost by the number of students 
In the course. 

5. Student - the sum of the costs for tu1t1on» fees* any unusual 
expenses such as travel and child care* plus books* supplies* 
and foregone earnings while attending Chemeketa Community 
College. 

C. PtHjgram - the sum of the costs for personnel other than In- 
structional staff* materials and services* and capital outlay 
as found In the> Institution's operating budget document. 
Revenue as In the case of the Early Childhood Education 
Program has been subtracted from the costs of the program. 

D. Administration - the sum of the costs for Administrative 
Services, the Presidents Office, the office of the Dean of 
Instruction, and Student Personnel Services divided by the 
total number of college FTE's. 

III. Determine Economic Benefit Input 

A. Increased earnings - use the average salary calculated for 
the graduates of thfi program as determined from the Graduate 
' Follow-up Survey minus the average earnings before the students 
entered the program. 

6. Tax revenue - use the 1976, 1977 tax tables to establish tax 
contributions to society, assuming graduate married with two 
dependents, filing a joint return. 

C. Increased productivity - assume It to be the same as Item A 
above, as dt person Is paid according to his (her) worth to 
or productivity In society. 

IV. Develop a Cost Benefit Ratio Based on Economic Cost and Benefit 
Figures obtain.ed. 
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COURSE HATRIX 

The first step In evaluating the costs ai)d benefits of. each of the nine 
programs Is to develop a course matrix for' all ^the courses Included In 
each program. This course matrix serves as an overvlem of the entire 
area of Insitructlon under evaluation. The course metric Included the . 
title of each course In the curriculum, the Instructor for the course , 
and hls(her) annual salary, and the number of class hours (contact 
hours) for the course. The matrix also Included the course number and 
course prefix, the number of annual contact hours taught by the In- * 
structor. These various pieces of Information enables the computation' 
of estimates of Instructor cost per course and Instructor cost per 
student. 

The Information presented In the course matrix was obtained from the 
quarterly faculty workload reports, class summary lists, class 
schedules, with salary data provided by the Personnel Office of 
Chemeketa Community College. Course title and prefix were taken from 
the College's catalogs. Where course and curriculum changes had been 
made subsecuent to the publication of the catalog, verification of 
required ccurse(s) was ascertained by program staff. For each In- 
structor's salary during 1976-77, If the person was contracted full- 
time, 22% vas added to allow for other payroll expenses. During 
1977-78, 2SX was added to the base salary of each Instructor for 
other payroll expenses. Where more than one Instructor taught the 
particular course, average Instructor salary was figured with the 
appropriate percentage added for other payroll expenses. Where 
Instructor's) could- not be Identified for a course, notably an 
elective, tl»e average Instructor salary for the year was used plus 
adding other payroll expenses. For 1976-77, the average Instructor 
salary of $15,743. was used plus 22% for other payroll expenses. 
For 1977-7€, the average salary of $17,273. was used with the add- 
ition of 2i% for other payroll expenses. 



Class hours 
ment where 



per week are contact hours. In the case of class enroll- 

more than one section of the course was offered, the 

average cless size of all sections was calculated and used. For 
elective courses, the average class size for all courses for the 
given year ,was computed from the Class Summary List for each academic 
quarter. Course sections without any students enrolled were subtracted 
from the total number of sections reported for the term before the 
number of sections was divided Into the number of students enrolled In 
the day programs. Actual class size for 1976-77, 1977-78, per cluster 
or program area will vary from the average class size computed for 
this study. However, as an average Indicator of class size for the 
College, It Is the best estimate readily available. 

For the purposes of this study, contact hours have been used con- 
sistently for all nine programs as the measure of hours taught by 
the Instructor. The use of credit hours could result In different 
course and student costs; perhaps, on the Increased cost side since 
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the hours Irtfluence cost as used In this method. 

.A c . 

The following formulas were developed to determine the Instructor cost 
per course and the Instructor cost per student In the course. 

« 

$c « i X w 



.and $S ' ^ X W 



Where, ^ 

I ■ Instructor's salary. 

H " number of weekly course hours (contact hours) Instructor 
taught during the academic year. 

W * number of weekly course hours (contact hours) Instructor 
taught In course X. 

N > number of students (head count) enrolled In course X. 

$C « Instructor cost for course X. 

$S * Instructor cost per student) In the course. 
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COURSE KATRIX 



for 

Early Childhood Education 
Computer Programming 
Fire Science 
Forest Products 
Forest Technology 
Machine Shop 
Medical Assisting 
Nursing 
Well -Drilling 

PROGRAMS 




TABLE 33. EARLY CHILDHOOD EDUCATION CURRJCULUM (1976-76) 



Course 
•Number 


.Coui^se 
Name 


Instructor's 
Salary 


Number 
of 


Class 
Hrs. 

nccK/ 


No.'*of Hrs. 
Tauoht by 


Instructor Cost 


Course 


Student 


7.119 

1 


Development In 
Childhood I 


$16,829 


61. 

* 


3 


59 '2> 


$ 855.71 


$ 14.03 


7.129 

1 


Intro. ECE 


21.419 


26 


4 


31 


2.763.74 


106.30^ 


1.101 
or 

UR 121 ] 


Com, Skills 
Eng. Comp. 


15.897 


20 


3 


42 <3) 

« 






1.606 
or 

PSY J>0! ^ 


Intro. Psych, 
Gen. Psych. 


20.039 


25 


3 


49 


1.135.50 


56.78. 


7.131 

1 


Obser./Guld. 
Behavior I 


813 


19 


4 


9 


1.226.88 


49.08 


a; 7.120 

2 


Development In 
Childhood 11 


16.829 


46 


3 


70 


721.24 


15.68 


7.137 

2 


Personal Dynamics 


593 


26 


3 


18 


J8.83 


3.80 


7,132 

2 


Obser./Guld. 
Behavior II 


16.829 


41 


4 


59 


1.140.95 


27.83 


1.104 

or 

UP, 122 ^ 


Comm. Skills 
Eng. Comp. 


17.191 


1U*^ 


3 


45 


1.146.07 


63.67 



(1) Each FT salary for 1976-77 fiscal year Includes 22% for other payroll expenses (Social Security. Retirement. State 
Accident Insurance. Insurance Package. Unemployment Reserves). 

(2) Credit hours based on faculty workload reports and class summary data for 1976-77 for terras 1.2 4 3. Same reserve 
,Y/- documents used for terms, 4. 5 & 6 for 1977-78. 

$afl*'*1*"rd^ *botM^0?'' *d^ J"?J<["<^*®''5. Including part-time staff, who taught 1.101 communication skills; 1nstru<?ttt5's 



TABLE 33. EARLY CHILDHOOD EDUCATION CURRICULUM (1976-78) 



* vourst 
^^"^ Tenn 


Course 
Name, 


Instructor's 
Salary 


Number 

of 
Students 


Class 

Hrs. 

Week 


Asa 

No. of Hrs. 
Taught by 
Instructor 


Instruct! 
Course 


5f Cost 

Student 


PSY 292 ? 


psy. - H. kei. 
Gen. Psy. 
Proc. - Living 


$18»39S 


18 


3 


49 

t * , 


$1,126.22 

\ 


$ 62.57 


/•il5 


• 

Child Nutrition 


21,419 


41 


4 


31 


2,763.74 


67.41 


nt coc 

3 


special studies 
First Aid 


16,829 


.56 


• 

4 


66 


1,019.94 


. 18.21 


/ • 1 JO 

3 


Activities 


16,829 


41 


4 


59 


1,140.95 


27.83 


<• 

, 7.134 
-? 3 


K 

Super. Field 
Exper. I 


19,124 


13. 


7 


45 


» ' 

2,974.84 


228.83 


, HE 250- 

3 


P.E. Elective' 


18,829 


39 


3 


56 


1,008.70 


25.86 


3 


Elective 


19 1,206 


13 


3 


66 


873.00 


67.15 


7.117 
- 4 


Children's 
Lit. 


— (41 
18,920 


21 


3 


43 


1 ,320.00 


62.86 . 


7 191 

4 


cnvi ronincnbS Tor 
Young Children 


18,920 


16 


3 


80 


709.50 


44.34 \ 



(4) Each FT salary includes 25% for other payroll expenses for 1977-78 

'.J 



V 



TABLE 33. EARLY CHILDHOOD EDUCATION CURRICULUM (1976-78) 



Course 

Term 


Course 
Name 


Instructor's 
Salary 


Number 

of 
Students 


Class 

Hrs. 

Week 


No. of Hrs. • 
Taught by , 
Instructor/ < 


Irwtruct 
Course 


. ,/ 

or Cost 


7.127 

4 


Family Living 
Marriage 


$23,577* 


23 


3 


57. 


$1,240.'«9 


$ 53.95 


7.135 

4 


Super. Field 
Exp. II 


19,595 , 

♦ 


8 


10 


'50/ ' 

/ 


3.919.00 ^ 


) 489.88 


mm 

/ 4 


Geo. Ed. 
Elective 


2T,591 


15 


3 


/ 

/ 

/ 66 


**'98T.4f 


65.43 


7.125 


Exceptional Child 


18,105 




3 


45 


. 1.207.00 


71.00 


7.1-30 


Music Young 
Children 


18,T05 


18. 


3 


45 


» 

^ 1.207.00 


67.06 


7.124 

5 


Learning Exp. 
Young Children 


593 


18 


3 


• 

6 


'^296.50 


16.47 


7.121 ' 

5 


Directed 
Part. I 


18,920 


19 . 


is 


43 


>- 6.600.00 


347.37 


.7.126 

5 


Family Community 
Rel. 


593 


15 


3 


6 


J 

296.50 


* 1 

19.77 


7.113 

6 


Admin. 

Child Care Centers 


593 


15 


3 


6 

♦ 


296.50 


19.77 



(3) Each PT 

SI 

ERIC ^ 



salary for 1977-78 Includes 13% for other payroll expenses. 



Table 33. EARLY CHILDHOOD EDUCATION CURRICULUH 
(CONTINUED) 



Course ' 

term 


Course 

WWW! ^ 

Nam 


Alia vruw vur $ 

Salary 


nUiflOCr 

of 
students 


Hrs. ' 
Week 


NO. OT Mrs* 

Taught by 
Instructor 


Instruct 


or Cost 

Student ' 


7.122 

6 


Part. Ill 


$18,920 


12 


18 


43 


$7,920.00 


$660.00 ^ 


«»«» 


El ficti vfi 








Op 


OOl ill 


81 #78 
















> 






/ 






« 






t 

? 













• 






• 




































• 








1 

• 



















TOTAL, 



$47,333.35 



TABLE 34. COMPUTER PROGRAMMING CURRICULUM (1976-68) 



Course 

T.nn 


Course 
Name 


Instructor's 
Salary 


Number 
of 

Students 


Class 

Hrs. 

Week 


No. of Hrs. 
Taught by 
Instructor 


Instruct 

vVMi 91» 


ar Cost 


V.101 

0 

1 


Eng. Variable 


$14,092 


17 


3 


41 


$1,031.12 


$ 60.65 


4.200 

• 1 


Math Variable 


16,112 


16 




59 


1,092.33 . 


68.27 , 


6.9^3 
BA 211 

1 


- — - 
Fin. Accounting 
Gen. Accounting 


— : 

19,973 


27 


4 


46 


1,736.78. 


64.33 


6.940 * 
BA 131 

1 


4 

Intro.- D.P. 
Bus. fenvlr. 


19,772 


8 


4 




1,839.26- 


230.00 


, 6.948 

2 1 


Fund. Comp. Prog. 


10,512 


• 

29 


2 


« 

17 

• 


1,236.71 


42.65 


1.104 


Eng. Variable 


"14,990 


: 18 


3 


« 

43 


' 1,045.81 


58.10 


6.924 
BA212 

2 


Fin. Accounting 
Gen* AccountlJig 


:20,181 


24 


4 


46 


1,754.87 


73.12 


6.941 

2 


O.P. Hath 


23,933 


27 


3 


. 55 


1,305.44 


48.35 


6.956 

2 


Sys. 370 

Concepts, Facilities 


19,206 


« 

56 


ft 

3 


60 




960.30 


17.15 



TABLE 34. COHPUTER PR06RAMMIN& 





( 


CONTINUED) 


uoursc 
fiumbtr 


Term 


Course 
Nfttne 


Instructor's 
Salary 


Number 
Students 


Class , 

Hrs. 

Week 


No. of Hrs. 
Taught by 
• Instructor 


Instructor Cost 




Course <> 


Student 


6. '961 
BA 231 


2 


Bus. D.P. 
COBOL I 


$20,973 


9 • 

19 


••9 * 


55 


$3,431.95 


$180.63 


1.106 


3 


Eng. Variable 


19.970 


17 


• 3 


42 ' 


1 .426.43 


83.91 


6.925 
BA 213 


3 


> * 

Accounting 
Gen. Accounting 


20.505 


. 19 


" 4 • 


< 

53 


1.547.55 


81.45 




3 


Utilities and 
Data Mgmt. 


19.206 


30 


4 . 


60 


1.280.40 


42.68 




3 


Sys. 370 
DOS/VS 
Job Control 


10.512 


26 


3 


17 . 


1.855.06 


71.35 




3 


LUdUL I I 


19.206 


24 


9 


60 


2.880.90 


120.04 




4 


tkm^ ngniv • 
Prin. 


22.562 


27 


3 


45 


1 .504.13 


55.71 


6.944 


4 


Intro. Sys. I 
Proc. 

• 


25.747 


23 


3 


44 * 


1,755.48 

4 


76.33 



TABLE 35. FIRE PROTECTION CURRICULUM (1976-78) 
(CONTINUED) 



Course 
Huinbtr 



Term 



Course 
Ntme 



Instructor's 
Salary 



Number 
of 

Students. 



Class 

Hrs. 

Week 



No. of Hrs, 
Taught by 
Instructor 



Iftstructor Cost 



Course 



Student 



PE 190 



Body 

Conditioning 



$20^981 



18 



$3,496.83, 



$268.99 



Elective 



21.591 



16 



34 



3,810. f8 



238.14 



1.106 



Report Writing 



20,461 



28 



47 



1 ,306.02 



46.64 



Elective 



21,591 



15 



12 



35 



7,402.63 



493.51 



I 
I 



PE 190 



Body 

Cqnditloning 



19,346 



12 



55 



1.055.24 



87.94 



TOTAL. 



FRir 



$75,623.27 



30 



TABLE 35. FIRE PROTECTION CURRICULUM (1976-78) 
(CONTINUED) 



Oourse 
Number 


Course 
Name 


Instructor's 
Salary 


Number . 

of 
Students 


Class 
.Hrs. 
Week 


No. of Hrs, 
Tauaht by 
Instructor 


Instruct! 
Course 


)r Cost 

Student 


5.135 

4 


4 

EMT I 


$21 ,591 


36' 


4 


40 


.$2,159.10 


^ $ 59.98 


4 


Fire Science 


25,7'*7 


17 


5 


55 


2,340.64 , 


137.68 


4 


runci* rire prev. 


593 


10 


3 


12 


148.25 ^ 


9.27 


4 


Materials 


26,422 


21 


3 


9 


8.807.33 . . 


419.40 


t 

^ 4 

•a 










A1 


1 ,0/7. o3 


„ 71.81 


PE 190 

4 


Conditioning 


18,920 


4 


3 


54 


1.051.11 


262.78 


5.136 

5 


' ' *r- — 

EMT I 


21,591 


25 


4 


40 


2,159.10 ' 


86.36 


5.109 

c 


Hazardous 
Materials 


25.747 


1 

19 


3 


41 


1,883.93 


99.15 


C 1 ^1 
9*131 

5 


DUi 1 ding 
Con t.- Fire 
i Supp. 


1 


19 


3 


9 

( 


8,807.33 


463.54 



TABLE 35. FIRE PROTECTION CURRICULUM (1976-78) 



Course 
Number 




Course 
Name 


Instructor's 
Sal airy 


• Number 
of 

Students- 


Class 
Hrs. 
'Week 


No. of Hrs. 
-Tauoht by 
Instnuctor 


* Instructor Cost 


Term 


/ Course 


Student 


5.104 


2 


Fire Service 
Hydraulics ^ 


• 

$24,522 


27 


5 


53 


4 

$2, 3-1 3. 40 


• ♦ 

t 

$ $5.68 


5.123 




Work Experience 


21 ,488 


23 


9 


65 


2.975.26 


129.36 


PE 190 


z 


Fitness 
Appreciation 


18.716 


8 


3 


48 


1 »1o9«75 




1.606 


3 


Intro. Psy. 


23.933 


26 


3 


40 

* 


1,794.98 


69.04 

\ 


6.995 

1 

Oi 
1 


3 


Fire Science 


24,522 


20 


5 


52 


2,357.88 


117.89 


5.105 


3 


Fire Pump 
Const. /Ope r. 


24.522 


23 


4 


53 




80 47 


5.120 


3 


Rescue and 
First Aid 


6,649 


7 


3 


65 


"^Qg Aft 


43.84 


5.124 


3 


Work Experience 


18.539 


7 


9 


61 


2,735.26 


390.75 - 


PE 190 


3 


Fitness 
Appreciation 


18.716 


13 


3 


48 


1.169.75 


89.98 



9.i 



94 



TABLE 35,. FIHE I^ROTECTIOI^" CURRIQULIjM (1976-78) 





uourse 
Name 


instructor s 
Salary 


Number . 

of 
Students 


Class 

Hrs. 

Week 


No. of Hrs, 
Taught 6y 
Instin»ctor 


Instruct 
Course 


or Cost 

Studen^ 


* • 


naXneRiflwlCS 


$16>112 


> 

16 


4., 'i 


60 


' $1 ,074.13 


/ $ 67.13 

* 


1 101 ^ 

♦ 

1 


•Lonnu 1 IIS i 1 


1 il AO') 


' V 

17 


3 


41 


1.0^.12 


r 

60.65 

• 


« 

5.100 

1 


Tn^i^n n v^o Dt»n4 


< 1 »4oo 




3 


65 


991 . 75 


• 34.20 

> 


5 J 22 

1 


Work E)tDdr1iinr0 

s " 


91 AAA 

« 


« 9Q 

CO • ^ 

»^ 

4 


9 


65 


{ 

. 2.975.26 


f 

Ids. 26 


PE 190 

• 

• 1 


• 


"lA 71 


• O 






1 .169^5 

4 ♦ 


« 

346.22 


mm 

■■' 1 


' General Ed. Elective 

f.- - 


19.206 , ♦ 


14. . 


3 ' f 


66 


87.3.00 

a 


62.36 " 

/ 


4.202 

2 


Mathematics 

— - — J. — ^ 


2"f.380 


Ifi 

* * 




«OU 


1 >IOC oo * 


DO AO 


1;104 

2 


Convn. Skills 11 

' ■ 


18<t)20 


/' 18 


. 3 






7A 

• 


2 


El em. Sc1. 
Firefighters 


1 ■ 1 ■ 

22.002 


-f 


• * 

** 

5 


* 

50 

4 1 


2.200:20 


183.35 



f.. 



TABLE 34. COMPUTER PROGRAMMING 
(CONTIHIJED) 




OS/VS Concepts 



$114.80 



2.687 



6.945 



C.W.-E. 



17,836 



1287 



124.73 



Sys. Analysis 



25.747 



20 



44 



1,755.48 



1 



13.86 



87.77 



CS 213 



I 



2.687 



2.688 



Soc. Scl. Elective 



21 ,591 



12 



66 



/ 



981.41 



Bus. Elective 



22,153 



32 



2,076.84 



C.W.E. 



C.W.E. 



17,836 



17,836 



13 



1287 



1287 



124.73 



180.16 . 



TOTAL, 



$64,232.77 



81.78 



296.69 



13.86 



45.04 



ERIC 



9S 



Count 
Nunbtr 

6.969 



Term 



Courst 

V 

Assembler I 



TABU 34, COMPUTER PiiOdiUMIiNO 



InstrMCtor*! 
Salary 

$23,577 



imiED) 


Number 


Class 


of 


Hrs. 


Students 


Week 


19 


9 



No. Of Hrs. 
Taught by 
instructor 

18 



InstfuetorrCost 



Course 
$11,788.50 



$6e0.45 



6.979 



Bus. Elective 



10,055 



12 



19 



1,587.63 



132.30 



Gen. Ed. Elective 



21,591 



IS 



66 



981.41 



65.43« 



2.687 



2.688 



EC 201 



6.976 



6.964 



C.W.E. 



C.W.E. 



16,123 



18,822 



13 



1287 ' 



1287 



Prin. Econ. 



21 ,591 



25 



40 



Data Comm. 



25,747 



19 



44 



COBOL III 



23,577 



18 



W ♦ 9 



112.75 



190.12 



1,619.33 



1,170.32 



11,788.50 



28.19 



63.37 



64.77 



61.60 



1 ,309.83 



J 00 



TABLE 36. FOREST WODUCTS TECHNCLOfiY CURRICULUM (19Z6.78) 




10 L 



TABLE 36. FOREST PRODUCTS TECHIIOLOGY CURRICULUM (1976- 
(CONTINUEO) 



Course . 


Course 
Neine 


Instructor's 
Salary 


Number 
of 

Students . 


Clasi ' 

Hrs. 

Week 


No. of Hrs. 
Tauoht by 

Instructor ^ 


Instruct 
Course 


or Cost 

Student 


4.135 

2 


Project Graphics 


. $20,760 


■ 11 


4 


60 


$1,384.00 


$125.82 


4.204 


2 


Mathematics 


17.587 


11 


4 


60 


1.172.47 


106.59 


6.103 

1 


2 


Plane S^urveylnq 


21.917 

4 


13 


8 • 


• 59 


2.971.80 


228.60 


3.610 


i 

2 


Tree Ident. 


20,973 


' 61 


3 


41 


1,534.61 


25.16 


4.280 

? . 


• 2 


Forest Products 


21.917 


22 


6 


64 


2.054.72 


93.40 


1.106 


3 


Report Writing 


16.167 , 


18 


3 


45 


1,077.80 


59.88 


6.300 


Forest 
Mensuration 


21.917 


17 


f 

7 


51 


i ■ — 

3,7.51.49 


220.68 


3.611 

3 


Tree Identification 


20.973 


25 


3 


41 


,1,534.61 


61.38 


4.190 

3 


Acc. Prev./ First 
Aid • 


20.973 


2 


3 

4 


41 


1,534.61 


767.30 



104 



iO.i 

o 

ERIC 



TABLE 36; fOREST PRODUCTS TECHNOLOGY CURRICULUM (1976-78) 



Course . 


Course 
Name 


In'structor's 
Salary 


" Number 
» ;: of 
Students 


C1a$»^ 

ttrs. 

Week' 


No. of Hrs. 
Tauaht by 
Instructor 


' Instruct 
Course > 


ir Cost - ♦ 
Student 


6.275 ' • 

3 


Intro. 

Chemistry ^ . 


« 

$23,933 


17. 


5 


52 


$2,301.25 . 


• 

• • •» 

$135.37 


-n- — i 


Elective 


19,206 


13 


. 3 


60 


. 

960.30 


73.87 


4.281 

< 


Pulp ind Paper 
Tec^. 


25,747 


7 


6 


• 54' 


2,860.78 


408.68 


6.285 


Plywood Composite 
and L. Wood Products 

« 


25,747 


9, 


5 . 


54 


2,383.98 


264.89 " 


4.302 

■ II .1 - ... 


Practical Physics 


25,747 


18 


5 


55 


2,340.64 


130.04 


6.275 


Intro. Chemistry 


23.577 


44 


5 '. ' 


41 


2,875.24 

A 
V 


66.35 *' 


1.606 


Intro. Psych. 

• 


23,171 

9 


32 

4^ — 


3 


48 


1.448.19' 


45.26 


BA 229 


Consumer Finance 


21 ,591 




3 


40 


1,619.33 


161.93 


•6.280 


Mood Struct. 
Ident. 


24,638 


15 


7 


63 


* V 

2,737.56 


182.51 



o 

ERIC 



10 :> 



100 



. .../ . . 



TABLE 36. FOREST PRODUCTS TECHNOLOGY CURR^ICULOM (1976-78) 



Cqurse 


Course 
Name*^' 


Instructor's 
Salary 


Number . , 

^of 


Class 

Hrs. 

Week 


No. t .'S. 
Tauoht by ^ 
Instructor 


Instr«ict( 
Course 


wrrCost 

Student 


> 

6.279 . 

K 


Wood Adhes.lves 
and Coatl?^^ 

# f 


$25,747 


ft 

* 

4 


6 


54 


$2,860.78 


$715.19 


6.282 J 

p 


Wood Pres. ^ 
Drying 


'?5.747 . 

/ 

t 


10 


6 


54 


2,860.78 


286.08 

% 

« * 


4.286 


Wood Ind. 
Econ. 


■ ■ » . 1 1 • 

25,747 


13 


3 


54 . ' 


1.430.3? 


110.03 


' 5 


Elective 

s 


21 .591 L 


. 14. 


• 3 


60 

\ 


1,079.55 


77.11 


3.601 


Semlnir , 

* • 


^^4.638 


17 • . 


1 

* 




391.08 


23.00 


3.6U • 


Wood Prod. 
Mark. • 


25.747 


10 


4 


54 

a" 

1 

•1* •* 


1,907.19 


190.72 


. , 4.282 

* 


' Logging and 
Mining 


24.638 


5 • • 


- a 


63 


3il28.64 ' 


625.73 


4.287 

' 6 


Methods 1- 
Supervision 


24.638 


20 


•^3 


63 


r- , ^ 

1 ,173.24 » 


58.66 


6.281 . 

6 


Bidg. HiterUls 


25.747 

*• 


10 


5 


54 


2,383.99' 

* 


238.40 



o 

ERIC 



10 / 



TABLE 36. FORESt PRC^OUCTS lECHNOLOGY CURftlGUlUM (1976-78) 
(COMTlNUEa) . 



Courst 

Iknnter 


Course 
. Name 


Instructor's 
Salary 


' Number 
; of 
Students 


Class 

Hrs. 

Week 


No. of Hrs. 
Taught by 
Instructor 


Instructc 
Course 


ir Cost 

Student 


• 

6.279 

5 


Wodd Adheslves . 
and Coatings 


$25,747 


4 


^ 6 ♦ 


54 


$2,860.76 


$715,19 


6.282 

5 


Wood Pres. 
Drying 


25.747 ^ 


* 

* 

10 . * 


. ' -6 


'54 


2.860.78 


286.08 


4.286 

5 


Wood Ind. Econ. 

» 


25.747 


13 

« • 


3 

s 


54 


1.430.39 


110.03 


♦ 

m m 

M 

5 


Elecflye ' 


> 

21 .59; 


14 

* 


» 

3 

V 

t 


60 

» 


1 .079.55, 


77.11 


3.601 
^ ^ 5 


* Setnlnar . . 

• » 


'24.638 


17 


1 


63 


.391.08 


23.00 


1 

3.614 

6 


Wood Prod. Mark 


25.747 


. 1.0 ' 


4 


54 ' 


1.907.19 


190.72 


. 4.282 

6 


Logging and 
Mining 


24.638 


5 


8 


63 


3.128.64 . « 


625.73 


4.287 

6 


Methods- 
Supervision, 


24,638 


20 


3 


63 

* 


, 1.173.24 / 

• 


58.66 


> » 
6,281 

6 


BVdg. Materials 


25.747 


10 


5 


54 

« 


2.383.99 


238.40 



' ' 1x0 

ERIC ' . , , 



TABLE 36. PORcST PRODUCTS TECHNOLOGY CURRICULUM (1976-78) 



Course 9 
Term 


Course 
Name 


Instructor's 
Salary 


. Number 
of 


Class 
Hrs. 


No. cat Hrs* 

TauQht by 

Instructor 


Inttructf 


jf Cost 

student 


6.287 

6 


Indus. Qual. 
Control 


$25,747 - 


5 


5 


54 


$2,383.98 


* 

$476.80 








■ I"', ' ■ ' 






















• 


















1 , , f ■ 


1 

»wl > 1 


















_ J _ -j 










• 


• 












■ 
















• 




• 












» 


• 





TOTAL. 



$83,444.37 



o 

ERIC 



ill 
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TABLE 37. FOREST TBtHNOLOttf CURRICULUM . (197$-78) ' 



Course 
Number 


Course 
Name 


Instructor's 
Salary 


Number 

of 
Students 


Class 

Hrs. 
Week 


No. of Hrs. 
Taught by 
Instructor 


Instruct! 
Course 


}r Cost 

Student . 


1.101 

1, 


Comm. Skills . 


$14,092 


17 


3- 


41 


$1,031.12 


$ 60.65 

c 


4.101 

1 


Drafting 


22*933 


19 


4 


46 


1 ,994.17 


104.96 


3.600 

1 


Gen. Forestry 


29,963 


32 




6 


14,981.50 


468.17 


4.202 

1 


Mathematics 


23,933 


14 


4 


56 


1 ,709.50 


122.11 


,6.101 

00 

V 1 


Plane Surveying 


21,917 


13 


8 

^ 


51 


3,407.97 


264.46 


6.137- 

I 


Slide Rule 
Oper. 


19;752 


21 


2 


68 


580.94 


27.66 


• 3.605 

1 


Tools and Equip. 


20,973 


27 


3 


41 


1 ,534.61 


56.84 


6.192 

1 


Intro, to 
Eng. 1 Calc. 


22,173 


16 


2 


55 

It 


806.29 


50.39 


1.104 

2 


Comm. Skills 


18,379 


23 


3 


• 

45 


1 ,225.27 


53.Z7 



11.1 



114 



TABLE 37. FOREST TECHNOLOGY CURRICULUM. (1976-78) 



. Course 


Term 


Course 
Nftiite 


Instructor's 
..Salary 


uni inueu J 

Number 

of 
Students 


Class 

Hrs. 

Week 


No. of Hrs. 
Tauoht by 
Instructor 


iMtruet 


«... 

or Cost 


. Cour&e 


Stud#nt 


4.135 


? 


Project Graphics 


$20,760 


11 


4 


60 


$1,384.00 


* 

. $12Sj82 


4.204 


2 


Mathematics 


17,587 


n 


4 


60 


1,172.47 


106.59 

• 


6.103 


2 


Plane Surveying 


21,917 


13 


8 


" \ 59 


2,971.80 

• 


228.60 


3.610 

^ 


2 


Tree Ident. 


20,973 


. 61 


3 


41 


.1,534.61 


25.16 


4.280 

1 


2 


Forest Products 


21,917 


22 


6 


64 


2,054.72 


93.40 


1.106 


3 


Report Writing 


16,167 


18 


3 


45 


1,077.80 


59.88 


6.300 


3 


Forest Mensuration 


21,917 


17 


7 


51 


3,751.49 


220.68 


3.611 

• 


3 


Tree Ident. 


20,973 


25 


3 


41 


1,534.61 


61.38 


4.190 


. 3 


Acc. Pre V./ First 
Aid 


20,973 


2 


3 


41 


1,534.61 


767.30 



.»' .rf. 



. , jABlE 37. FOREST. TECHNOLOGY CURRICUlUM (1976-78) 

(CONTINUED) 




Elective 



19,206 



13 



60 



960.30 



73.87 




t 

00 
I 



5.151 
6.510 

4.282 



1.606 



BA 229 



6.280 



ERIC 



Nat'1 Cover 
Fire Prot. 



25,747 



* Forest Road 
Surveying 



Losfging and 
Milling 



Elective 



24,638 



24,638 



21 ,591 



13 



24 



15 



8 



59 



63 



60 



Intro. Psych. 



Consumer Finance 



Wood Struct./ 
Ident. 



23,171 



21 ,591 



32 



10 



48 



40 



24,638 



15 



63 



11/ 



3.139.88; 

2,923.15 
3,128.64 

1 ,079.55 



1 ,448.19 



1,6^9,33 



2,f37.56 



98.12 



224.86 
130.36 

71.97 



45.26 



161.93 



182.50 




lis 



TABLE 37. FOREST TCCHNOLOSf CURRICULUM (1976-78 
(CONTINUED) 



Course 

Term 


Course 
Name 


Instructor's 
Salary 


Number 
of 

Students 


Class 

Hrs. 

Week 


No, of Hrs. 
Tenght by 
Instructor 


• 

ifistmt 

Course 


« 

vt Cost 


3.617 
5 


T 

Scaling Practices 


$17,325 


22 


• 

.8 ' 


44 


$3,150.00 


$143.18 


4.286 

S_ 


Wood Indus. Econ. 


25,747 


13 


".3 ' 


54 


1.430.39 


110.03 


\ • 

5 


Elective 


21 ,591 


14 


3 


60 


1,079.55 


77.11 


4.302 

5 


•> 

Practical Physics 


25,747 


16 


5 


55 


2,340.64 


146.29 


,3.601 


Seminar' 

t 


24,638 


17 


1 


63 


391.08 . 


23.00 


3.614 


Wood Prod. Mark. 


25,747 




4 , 


54 


1 ,907.19 


190.72 


4.287 

6, 


Methods* 
Supervision 


24,638 


20 


3 


63 


1.173.24 


58.66 


" 4.172 

• 


• Power Systems 


20,661 


10 


7 


63 


,2.295.67 


229.57 


3.626 

> ' . JS. 


Forest Sciences 

* 


23,577 


19 


.2 


46 


1 .025.09 


53.95 



120 



ERIC 



' TABLE 37. FOREST TECHN0lO6f CURRICULUM (1976-78) 
(CONTIMUElir 



Course 
Number 


Course 
Name 


Instructor's 
Salary 


Number 

of 
Students 


Class 
Hrs. 
* Week 


No. of Hrs. 
Taught by . , 
Instructor 


"\ ' Instruct 
Course 


yr Cost 

^ Student 


6 


Elective 


' $21 ,591 


12 

•* 

A 


3 


60 


$1 ,079.55 


$ 89.96 


* 

< 


> 


* 




c 




• 












S 




\ 

\ 


«• 
















4 


1 

09 
M> 


\ 




• 






ft 


• 


^ 


• 


* » 








r 
































- 










■ i 








i 

1 



TOTAL, 1 , ' $78,^04.32 



TABUe 38. MACHINE SHOP TECIM0L06Y CURRICULUM (1976-78) 



Course 

Term 


* ' Course 
Name 


Instructor's 
Salary 


Number 

of 
Students 


Class 

Hrs. 

Week 


No. Of. Hrs. 
Tauoht by 
instructor 


Instfucti 
Course 


jr Cost . 

Student 


' 4.200 

1 


Mathejnatlcs 

* 


$16,112 

c 


16 


-4 


.59 


$1,092.34 


$ 68.27 . 


1.101 * 

1 


Comm. Skills 


14,092 


17 


3 


41 


1,031.12 


60.65^ 


1.606 

1. 


Intro. Psyth. 


23,933 


26 


3 


52 


1,380.75 


53.11 


4.101 

1 


Drafting 


22,933 


13 


4 


46 


1,994.n 


104.96 


.<^802 

1 


Machine Tool Proc. 


19.194 


20 




37 ^ 


4,150.05 


207.50 


4.253 

t 


Shop Safety 


22,903 


71 


1 


56 

• 


408.98 


5.76 


4.810 

1 


Blue Print Reading 
and Layout 


22,903 


11 


5 


59 


« 

1,940.93 


176.45 


4.202 

2 


Mathematics 


21 ,380 


17 


4 


60 


1,425.33 


83.84 


4.300 

2 


Practical Physics 

> 


23,417 


12 


5 


54 


2,168.24 


180.69 



« 123 

ERIC 



124 



TABU 38. MACHINE SHOP TKWNOLOOy CURRICULUM '(19>6-78) 



Course 
number 




Course 
Name 


Instructor's 
Salary 


Number 

of 
Students 


Class , 
Hrs." ' 
Week 


No. Of Hrs. 
Taught, by 
Instructor 


Instructor Cost 


Term 

* 


course 


Student 


4.105 


2 


Drafting 


$17,587 


18 . 




59 


$1,192.34 


S 66.24 


4.804 


2 


Machine Tool Pro. 

< 


22.903 


11 


8 


63 


' ^ 2.908.32 


264.39 


*4.150 


2 


Welding 


17,589 


10 


t 

4 


32 ' 


2.198.63 


219.86 


. 4.204 


3 


Mathematics 


•> 

17..587 


,35 


'4 

♦ 


60 


1.172.47 : 


33.50 


, 1.104 

ma 

1 


3 


Comm. Skills 


15.935 


21 


3 


55 


869.18 


41.39 // 


4.804 


3 


Machine Tool Pro, 


20.641 


9 


n 


* 63 


3.603.98 


^400.44 


4.302 


3 


Practical Physics 


23.417 


ir 


5 


37 


3.T64.46 


287.68 


4.170 


3 


Indus. 
Mat. /Pro. 


22.903 


* 10 


6 


- 59 


2.329.12 


232.91 


4.171 


4* 


Mechanical Systems 


20.661 


11 


6 


V 

44 


2.817.41 


256.13 



ERIC 



126 



TABLE- 38. MACHINE SHOP TECHNOLOGY CURRICULUM (1976-78) 



Course 

Term 


Course 


Instructor's 
Sajary 


Number 

of 

Students 


Class ' 

Hrs. 

Week 


No, of Hrs, 

Taitqht by 
Instructor 


Instructor Cost 
Course * 1 student 


4.820 . 

4 


Machtne Shop Prob. 


$25 » 747 


12 


3 

« 


51 


$1,514.53 


$126.21' 


- 4.841 

4 


Machine Shop Prac. 


25,747 


12, 


12 


51 


6,058.12 

V 


504.84 


■ ' — ' 

4.173 


Hydraulics and 
Pneumatic Sys. I 


20,661 ■ 


20 


5 


63 


1.639.76 


81.99 

<> 


4 


Elective 


21.591 


15 


3 


60 


1 ,079.55 . 


71.97 


4.176 

1 

5 


Hydraulics and 
Pneumatic Sys. II 


20,661 


12 


5 


63 


1 ,639.76 


136.65 


4.174 

5 


Metal Fab. 
Finishing 


25,747 


9 


-8 




3.029.06 


336.56 


• * 4.833 

5 


Adv. Lathe Prac. 


24,638 


— -'-■•k,-- 
. 12 


8 


^ 61 


3,231.21 


269. a7 


4.837 

5 


Adv. Milling 
Mach. Prac. 


25.747 


10 


6 


68 


2,271.79 


227.18 


5 


Elective 

* 


21,591 


14 


3 


60 


1 .079.55 


77.11 



o 

ERIC 



127 



12>i 



f • I t. 



• course 
Number ^erm 


>^A« i MA Jib 

Name 


'instructof s 
Salary 


Number 

of 
Students 


biass 

Hrs. 

Week 


NOt Of Hrs* 
Tauflht by 
Instructor 


, Instruct 
Course 


ar Cost 

Student' 


6 


Auto. 


$20,661 


8 


" •2- 


- 63 


$ 655.90 


$81.99 


6 


UQQ naCn* rraC* 




9 

c 


16 


61 


6 $462 .4? 


718.05 


A AA7 

6 


lUvi ana riAvure 
Design App. 


25.747 


8 


9 


68 


3t407.69 


425.96 


4 500 

6 


Fninl A M^^m Pntn1 audo 

Rel . 


15,865 


16 


3 


1286 


37.01 


2.31 


1 

^-^^ ^ ^ 
































• 


•• 


























' "r ■ 





















TOTAL, 



$67,954.18 



ERIC 
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TABLE 39. MEDICAL ASSISTIM6 CURRICULUM (1976-78) 



Course 
3"!**^ Term 


Course, 
Name 


Instructor's 
Salary 


Number 

of 
Students 


Class 

Hrs. 

Week 


No. of Hrs. 
Tauoht by 
Instructor 


Instruct 
Course 


)> Cost 

Student 


5.602 

T 


Med. Assisting 
Basic Pro. 


$18,465 


20 . 1 


4 


68 


$1,086.18 


$ 54.31 


5.700 


Health Occup. 
Overview 


32,903 


105 


1 


4 


8.225.75 


78.34 


5.611 


Med. Law/Ethics . 


16.909 


27 . 


3 


62. 


838.18 


• 30.30 


» L . r 11 1 1 

4.200 

• 


Mathematics 


18.233 


' 43 


4 


36 


.2.025.89 


47.11. 


5.615 
^ 1 

1 1 


Body Struct. 
Funct. I 


22.021 


40 


4 


50 


.1.761.68 


44.0*4 


5.600 


Med. Term. I 


18.465 


46 


3 


68 


814.63 


17.71 


SS 121 


Typing 


23.114 
> 


35 


5 


56 


2,063.75 


58.96 ' 

• 

< 


5.616 

2 


Body Struct. 
Funct. II . 


22.021 


26 


4 


50 


1.761.68 


67.76 


5.604 

2 


Med. Off. Prac. 


18.465 


17 


6 


68 


1 .629.26 


95.84 



0 



131 



132 



\ I 



TA0LE.39v MEDICAL ASSISTING CURRICULUM (1976«78) 



. Course. 
">«*«'• Term 


Course • 
Name 


Instructor's 
Salary 


Number . ' 

of 
Students 


Class* 
Hrs. . 
Week 


No. of Hrs. 
• Taught by 
Instructor 


Instruct( 
Course 


}r Cost 

Student 


5.513 

2 


First Aid 


$21,523 r 

m 


56 

* • 


* • 

1 


• 40" ' , 

t 


$ 538.P8 \. 


$ 9.61 


> 

5.607 

2 


Med. Off. Mgmt. 


21.523 . 

4 


19 


3 


1 

. 38 


1 .699.18 


. 89.43 


2 


Med^ Term. II 


1 8v465 


30 

• 


3 


68 


814.63 , 


27.15 » 


UD 191 

or 

IJOl 2 


tng. uoinp. 
Comm. Skills 


« 

15.267 


22 


t 

3 

ft 


39 


1.174.38 


IT" 

5^.38 


as 2 


ncQ* irafiS* 


1 A 1 09 


1 0 


f 

3 




1 1 cc <x 
1 9 1 DO*oO 


OU*Bo 


5 60S 

3 


Mod ^ri 

: 




> 




V * 




1 fi^ 


5.606 

3 


J 

Med. Assisting 
Adv. Prac. 


18.465 


16 


4 


68 


' 1 .086.18 


67.89 


5.609 

3 


Med. Off. Prac. 


17.324 


13 


17 


t>b 


!>.354.b9 

1 


411.90 


PSY 1 01 
or 

PSY 201 3 


Intro. Psy. 
Gen. Psy. 


23.100 


76 


3 


41 


1.690.24 


22, ZA 



TOTAL, 



ERIC 



$33,739.44 



134 
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TABLE 40. NURSING EDUCATION CURRICULUM (1976-78) 



Course ! 
Term 


« .. "Course 
Name 


Instructor's 
Salary 


Number 
of 


Class 0 
Hrs. 

ncc K 


No. of Hrs. 

Taught by . 
- Instructor 


7' Instruct 

wVUi 9« 


)r Cost 


NUR 101 

] 


• 

Nursing 


$24,796 


. r '96 


■ 16 


6 


$66,122.67 • 


» 

$688.78, . 


BI 110 

1 


Life Science Prin. 

f 


21,917 


77 


7 


55 


2.789.44 


• 

36.23 

: , 1—. 


WR 121 

1 


Eng. Comp 


17,704 


22 


3 


42 


1 ,264.57 


57.48." 


5.700 

* 

1 


Health Occup. 
Overview 

'" 


32.903 


58 


si 


4 


8,225.75 


141.82 . 


NUR 102 
? 2 


Nursing 


22,903 


42 


16 . 


69 

w 


5,310.84 


- - ^ ' ■ » " 

126.45 


WR 122 
or 

sp in 2 


Eng. Comp. 
Speech 


16,460 


19 


3 


47 


1,050.64 


55.30 

> 


BI 121 

2 


Anatomy and 
Physiology 


18,792 


17 


6 


. 52 

.t 


2,168.31 


. 127.55 


PSY 299 

2 


'— — " >■ — >~-»> — 

Growth and 
Dev. 


16,977 


33 


3 


45 


1,131.80 


■- ' ■ ' t ' 

34.30 


NUR 103. 

3 


Nursing 


22,903 


■45 


20 


69 


6,638.55 


147.52 



13 u 



13»3 



TABLE 40. NURSING EDUCATTOfl CURRICULUM (1976-78^ 



Courise 

Term 


Course 
Name 


Instructor's 
Salary 


Number 

of 
Students 


Class 
Hrs. 
. Week 


No* of Hrs* 
Taught by , 
Instructor 


Instructc 
Course 


)r Cost 

Student - 


BI 122 

3 


Anatomy and 
Physiology 


$18,792 


14 


« 

6 


52 


$2,168.31- 


♦ n 

. $154*88 


3 




i<j ?nfi * 

* 


1 ^ 


o 






73 ft? 


NUR 201 

4 


Nursing 


19,771 


m 

54 * 


16 • • 


72 


4,393.56. 


81.36 


BI 123 

4 


Microbiology 


22,456 


13 


6 


. 62 


*2,1>3.16 


167.17 

» 


SP 113 

1 

r 4 


Speech 


16)580 


37 


3 


^ 1 

45 


1,105.33 


29.87 


f 

4 


Elective 


21,591 


15 


3 


60 


<1 ,079.55 


71.97 


MUD oc\o 

*■ 

5 


Nursing 


Oil c oo 


CO 

t 


on 


1 0 


J/ t704«Ol 


70Q 00 


5 


sociology 




CA 

64 


0 


ilC 


1 i!OQ -tfl 

1 ,433 •4U 




w mm 

5 


Elective 


21 ,591 


14 


3 . 


60 


1,079*55 


77.11 



137 



13S 



ERIC 



TABLE 40. NURSING EDUCATION CURRICULUM (19^6-78) 
rCQNTTWllFn) 



Course 

Term 


Course 


Instructor's 
Salary 


vNumber 

of 

Students 


Class 

Hrs. 

Week 


i-No. Of Hrs. 
Tauaht by 
Instructor. 


Instruct! 
Course 


jr Cost 

Student 


. NUR 203 

6 


Nursing 


$24,638 


53 


20 


.13 ■ 


$37,904.61 


S715..18 


. 'NUR 207 

6 


The Nurse at Work 


24.638 


66 


3 


13 


5,685.69 


86.15 


m m 

6 


Elective 


21 ,591 ' 


12 


3 


60 


1^079.55- 


.89.96 








• 




• 


• 


• 


1 

• 




J 




- 










# »• 














• 




































t- 








• 


»■ 



TOTAL. $191 ,676.19 



' . TAlLE 41. WEU DRILLING TtCMlbLOGY CURRICULUM (1976-78) 



Course 
Number 


'Course- 
Name 


Instructor's 
Salary 


7 1 1 
^Number 

of 
Students 


Class 

Hrs. 

Week 


NO'. of Hrs. 
Tauoht by 
Instructor 


Instruct! 
Course 


3r Cost 

Student 


4.200 

1 


Mathematics 


$16,112 


16 


4 


59 


$li092.34 ' 


$ 68.27 


1.101 

1 


Comm. Skills 


14,092 


t 

17 


3 


41 


1,031.12 


60.65 


4.810 

1 


Blueprint Reading 
and Layout 


22,903 


11 


5 


59 


1 ,940.93 


176.45 


4.305 

1 


Elem. Geology 


18,379 


20 


5 


53 


1 ,733.87 


86.69 


4J05 

1 

^0 1 

— III. 


Welding 

4f 


20,561 


18 


4 


71 


1 ,158.37 


64.35 


4.290 

1 


Drilling Oper. I 


15,412 


13 


5 


59 


1 ,306.10 


100.47 


4»Z02 

2 


MatnematKci 


21 »38u 


17 


4 


60 


1 ,425. 33 


Oil 

83. 84 


1 1 Ail 

1 .104 

2 


Comm. Skills 


l4»092 


15 


3 


45 


939.47 


CO CO 

Oc .00 


4 802 

2 


Ma rhino Tnni Pv^a 


2? QO^ 


17 






1 ft17 70 


106 92 



1-U 142 

ERIC 



TABLE 41. WELL DRILLING TECHNOLOGY CURRICULUM (1976-78) 
(CONTINUED) 



Course 

Number - ^ 

Term 


Course 
Name 


Instructor's 
Salary 


Number 
of 

«J vUUCi t 


Class 
Hrs. 


No. of Hrs. 

Taught by 
Instructor 


Instruct! 


9r Cost 


4J54 

2 


Inter. Arc 
Welding 


$21,917 


15 

• 


8 


72 


$2,435.22 


$162.35 


,4.152 

2 


Oxy-Acetyl ene 
for DrMlers 


18,379 


16 


5 


71 


1^^^294.30 


80. 8§ • 


4.253 

2 


Shop Safety 


22.903 


28 


1 


56 


408.98 


14.61 


4.302 

3 


Practical Physics 

* 


23,417 


27 


5 


54 


2,168.24 


80.31 


,4.170 " 
? 3 


Indus. Mat. /Pro. 


22,903 


15 


5 


59 


1 ,940.93 


129.40 . 


4.167 

3 


Welding Certificatioi 


1 21,917 


29 


10 


72 


^ 3,044.03 


104.97 


4.292 

3 

y . 


Drilling 
Oper. II 


15,412 


14 


6 


59 


1 ,567.32 


111.95 


3 


El ective 


19,206 


13 


3 


60 


960.30 


73.87 


BA 229 

4 


Consumer 
Finance 


21 ,591 


10 


3 


40 


1,619.33 


161.93 



144 



TABLE 41. WELL DRILLING TECHNOLOGY CURRICULUM (197$- 
(CONTINUED) 



Course 
* Number 




Course 
Name 


Instructor's 
Salary 


Number 

of 
Students 


Class 
Hrs; 

Week 


No. Of Hrs. 
Tauaht by 
Instructor 


Instructor Cost 


Term 


Course 


Student 


4.293 


4 


State Drilling 
Stand, and 
Record Keeping 


$12,993 


10 


3 


46 

9 


$ 847.37 


$ 84.74 


4* 1/2 


4 


Power Systems 


20,661 


9 


7 


63 


2,295.67 


255.07 


. H« 1 / J 


4 


Hydraulic and 
Pneumatic Systems 


20,661 


20 


5 


63 


1,639.76 


81.99 




4 


uritiing uper. Ill 


12,993 


9 

* 


9 


46 


2.542.11 ^ 


282.46 


• pr inn 
o 


5 


UUtlinc OT 

Economics 


593 


29 


3 


15 


118.60 


4.09 


4.171 


5 


Morh ^\/cfonic 






0 


2o 


127.07 


14.12 


4.291 


5 


bll^lilC litCUYJr 

and Malnt. 


20,661 


10 


6 


- 61 


2,032.23 


203.22 


4.296 

< 


5 


Drilling Oper. IV 


593 


10 


9 


28 


190.61 


19.06 



o 

ERIC 
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TABLE 41. WEU DRILLING TECHNOLOGY CURRICULUM (1976-78) 
(CONTINUED) 




1.608 



Psy. Human Rel 



$1 3.201 



29 



32 



$1,237.59 



$ 42.68 



4.294 



Hydrology, 
Drillers 



20,661 



12 



56 



1,844.73 



153.73 



4.297 



Drilling Oper. V 



12,993 



10 



17 



46 



4,801.76 



480.18 



I 

o 

ft 



ERIC 



TOTAL, 



147 



$45,561 .38 



US 



Economic Costs'.^ 

Thi»;Course matrix provides the input for Instructor cost data for 
each program. By adding the Instructor cost per course for all 
courses required In the »irr1cu1am» Jncljudlng technical and general 
electlves, an estimate Is gained of the Instructional cost (profess- 
ional and part-time salarlias) for the program. 

Student^ tuition, linusual expenses, and foregone earnings are averaoes 
for the graduates who supplied the data In the Graduate Survey portion 
of the study. Average earnings per graduate have been deducted from 
foregone earnings. Here financial aid Is typically a so&rce^jof In- 
come for the graduate as opposed to employment outside of the College, 

Non-Instructional costs Include, as previously stated, those op- 
erational budget monies for personnel (excluding Instructional staff), 
materials and services, and capital outlay. Any atypical revenue 
decreasing the program post, as In the case 4f the Early Childhood 
Education Program, has been subtracted. Day FT€ for the prooram was . 
then divided^ Into the total cost to obtain cost per FTE. ThU cal- 
culation provides a means to obtain a cost pfr graduate where the 
graduate 'Is assumed to have been a full -time/ student (see Table 42 
for the budgetary and enrollment fil^ures us^d). 

t * 

Administrative support costs per PTE are okttalned by using the adopte^d 
operating budget for the year for each maior division of Chemeketa, 
excluding the Division of Community Services and thu Instructional 
Services Division except*for the office qf the /Dean of Instruction. 
The College's total PTE for ig76-77 (5104) was divided into the toUl 
budgetary figures to produce an Institutional cost per PTE. The 
sam6 procedure was used for 1977-78 (with 5340 PTE'sJ. Multiplying 
the derived cost per PTE times the day 'PTE for the. program provides 
an estimate of dollars for program support. Table- 43 shows the 
varlousydlvlslons'-'budget amounts for eath year and the cost per 
PTE. , , 

.The following tables display the economic costs for each of the nine 
programs. The tables show In parenthesis the number of graduates 
^0 staHed In the fall of 1976 (except Medical Ass^tlng students 
stanted In the fall of 1977) and completed the Tequlrements for 
the program(s) In the spring of 1978. However, more students grad- 
uated In 1978 because some individuals began -their studies before 
the fall of 1976. 
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TABLE 42. Noh-' Instruct lion Costs Per FTE 
For Each Program 



Program 



Early Child- 
hood Education 



1976-77 



Day 

PTE 



80.3 



. Operating 
Budget 



$133,411* 
'24,038** 



t/FTE 



$ 299.35 



Day 

PTE 



80.5 



1977-78 



Operating 
Budget 



$116,835* ' 
6,979** 



4 



Coit/PTE 



$ 86.70 



Computi^r 
Progranmlng 



56.4 



200,079 . 
118,524 



2,101.49 



51.4 



. 163,171 
89,740 



1,745.91 



Fire 

Protection 



61.9 

-0 



90,646 
40,226 



649.86 



57.1 



95,466 
42,118 



737.62 



Forest - 
Products 



13.0 



39,965 
3,226 



248.15 



12.4 



44,944 

4,636 



373.87 



Forest ' 
Technology 



77.3 



42,831 
8,449 



109.30 



71.2 



44,952 
12,552 



176.29 



Machine 
Shop 



34.2 



67,761 
15,958 



466.61 

— a- 



39.4 



75,006 
18,168 



461.12 



Medical 
Asslsrtlng 



19.1 



27,41$ 
1,706 



89.32 



Nursing 



Well- 
Drilling 



154.1 



237,806 
29,449 



191.10 



168.0 



260,314 
10,681 



31.6 



.35,356 
14,850 



469.94 



32.0 



29,779 
19,384 



63.58 



605.75 



*$25,000 In Early Childhood Education revenue for the centers subtracted 
from 1976-77 operating budget of $133,411 gives adjusted operating budget 
figure of $108,411. 

♦♦Operating bud<jet for 1976-77 minus professional full -time and part-time 
salaries. , . 



-104- 



TABLE 43. Administrative Support Cost Per FTE 



} . ' ' ' 

Budget 
Area 


1976-77 


1977-78 


Operating 
Budget 


Cost/FTE* 


Operating 
Budget 


Cost/FTE** 


President's 
Office 


$ 771,357 


$161.13 


$1 ,009,022 


$188.96 


Administrative 
Services. 








w# 1 ••fw 


Student 
Services 


592,837 


•* 

116.15 


786,593 


147.30 


Instructional 
Services 
(Dean's 
Office) 


103,947 

t' 


20.37 


87,130 


16.43 


TOTAL 


$4,403,907 


$862.83 


$4,934,039 


$930.25 



*Used 'College Total FTE figure of 5104 for 1976-77. 
**Used College TotaJ FTE figure of 5304 for 1977-78. 
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TABLE 44. Economic Costs Per 6raduate» 
Early Chi 1 dhood' Education (1 2 graduates } 



Economic Costs 


1 1976-77 


1Q77.7A 

%9fi^9Q 


A. Tuition* 


$336.67 


$390.00 


B. Unusual Expenses^ 


1 499.00 


' 499.00 


C. Books, Supplies^ 


1 210,00 


240.00 


D. Foregone Earnings^ " 


1 803.00 


803.00 


t. 

2. Instruction® 


' j ti . — ' — ' ' ' 
j 253.52 


335.10 


3. Non- Instruction^ 


1 299:35'' 


86.70 


4. Administrative Support^ 


862.83 

1 * 


930.25 


i 


TOTAL 


1 $3t264.37 


$3,284.05 



a « average tuition cost for- the Early Childhood Education graduates 
who completed the Graduate F61 low-Up Questionnaire. 

b « average cost for expenses over and beyond those costs normally 
incurred In' studying (I.e.. child care, travel, cap/gown). « 

c = average cost estimate provided by office of Financial Aid. 

d « average dollars Tost while studying ($2193.) minus the average 
amount of money earned while studying ($1390). 

e « sum of Instructor cost/course ($20,357.64 In 1976-77 divided 
by day FTE (80.3 - Table 42): assumed each Early Childhood 
Education graduate was a full-time equivalent student. 

f « operating budget for program (Table 42) minus salaries for 
professional full-time and part-time staff divided by day FTE. 

g « operating budget for administrative support areas (Table 43) 
, divided by College Total FTE. 
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TABLE 45. Economic Costs Per Graduate 
Computer Programnlng (3 graduates) 



Economic Costs 


1976-77 

■ . 


1977-78 


1. Student 
A. Tuition 


$ 330.00 


$ 390,00 


6,. Unusual Expenses 


583.00 


583.00 


L* DOOKSf buppiies 


c lU. uu 




D. Foregone Earnings 


' 1,946.00 


1,946.00 


2. Instruction® 


433.07 


774.47 


f 

3. Non- Instruction 

- ■- ^ - 


2,101.49 


1,745.91 


4. Administrative Support 9 


862.83*'' 


^930.25 


TOTAL 

> 


$6,466.39 


$6,609.63 



a » average tuition cost for the Computer Programming graduate 
who completed the Graduate Fol low-Up Questionnaire. 

b * average cost for expenses over and beyond those costs normally 
Incurred In studying (I.e., child care, lab. fees, travel). 

c = average cost estimate provided by Office of Financial Aid. 

d » average dollars losjt while studying as reported on the Graduate 
Fol low-Up Questionnaire. 

e » sum of Instructor cost/course ($24,424.91 for 1976-77) 

divided by day FTE (Table 42); assumed each Computer Programming 
graduate was a full-time student. 

f « operating budget for program (Table 42) minus salaries for 
professional full-time and part-time staff divided by day FTE. 

g « operating budget for administrative support areas (Table 43) 
divided by College Total FTE. 
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TABLE 46. Economic Costs Per Graduate 
. Fire Protection (4 graduates) 



Economic Costs 


1976-77 


1 977-78 


1 . Student 
A. Tuition 


> 345.00 


$ 438.75 


B. Unusual Expenses 


-* • 

604.00 


604.00 ,^ 


DOOKSf ouppiies 

— • ' '■' 1 1 ■■ 1 ,. ,•„ , •■ , 


210.00 


240.00" 


D. Foregone Earnings 


. 5,263.00 


5,263.00 


2. Instruction® 


478.45 ^ 


805.74 


3. Non- Instruction 


649.86 


737.62 


4. Administrative Support^ 


862.83 


930.25 


TOTAL 


$8,413.14 


,,$9,019.36 



a » average tuition cost for the Fire Protection graduates who 
completed the Graduate Fonpw-«p Questionnaire. 

b « average cost for expenses over and beyond those costs normally 
Incurred In studying (I.e., child care, travel). 

c « average cost estimate provided by Office of Financial Aid. 

d « average dollars lost while studying ($11 ,465) minus the average 
amount of money earned while studying ($6,202). 

e » sum of Instructor cost/course ($29,615.75 for 1976-77) divided 
by day FTE (Table 42); assumed each Fire Protection grauate was 
a full-time equivalent student. 

f « operating budget for program (Table 42) minus salaries for 
professional full-time and part-time staff divided by day FTE. 

g « operating budget for administrative support areas (Table 43) 
divided by College Total FTE. 

154 
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TABLE 47. Economic Costs ..Per Graduate 
Forest Products (2 .graduates) 



Economic Costs 


» t 

1976-77 


1977-78 


1 . Student 
A. Tuition* 


$ 360.00 


$ 487.50 


B. Unusual Expenses 


nooo.oo 


1,000.00 


C. Books, Supplies^ 


210.00 


240.00 


D. Foregone Earnings** 


402.40 


402.40 


2. Instruction® 


3,659.93 


2,892.37 


f 

3. Non-Instruction 


248.15 


373,87 


1 4. Administrative Support^ 


. 862.83 


930.25 


! TOTAL 

' • 1 _ 


$6,743.31 


$6,326.39 



a a average tuition cost for the Forest Products graduate who completed 
, the Graduate Follow-Up Questionnaire. 

b « average cost for expenses over and beyond those costs normally 
Incurred In studying (I.e., child care, travel). ' 

c » average cost estimate provided by Office of Financial Aid. 

d = average dollars lost while studying as reported on the Graduate 
Follow-Up Questionnaire. 

e » sum of Instructor cost/course ($47,579.03 for 1976-77) divided 
by day FTE (Table 42); assumed each Forest Products graduate 
was full -time equivalent student. 

f * operating budget for the program (Table 42) minus salaries for 
professional full-time and part-time staff divided by day FTE. 

g " operating budget for administrative support areas (Table 43) 
divided by College Total FTE. 
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TABLE 48. Economic Costs Per Graduate 
Forest Technology (one graduate) . ^ 

» " V 



Economic- Cbsts 


1 976-77 


1977i.78 


1 » Student 
A. Tuition 


•« 

$ 390.00 


$ 585.00 


B. Unusual Expens&s 


896.00 


896. QO ^ 


V 

r 

C. Books, Supplies 


210.00 


240.00 


- d 
D. Foregoner Earnings 


1,985.00 


1.985.00 


2. Instruction® 


607.45 


448.72 


3. Non- Instruction^ ' 


109.30 


176.29 


4 . Adml n 1 strati ve Support^ 


862.83 


' 930.25 


TOTAL 


$5,060.58 


$5,261 .26 



a « average tuition cost for the Forest Technology graduates 
who answered the Graduate Follow-Up' Questionnaire. 



b » average cost for expenses over and beyond those normally 
incurred In studying (I.e., child care, travel). 

c « average cost estimate provided by Office of Financial Aid. 

d « average dollars lost' while studying ($5,360) minus the average 
amount of money earned while studying ($3,375). * 

e ' sum of instructor cost/course ($46,955.62 for 1976-77) divided 
by day FTE (Table 42); assumed each Forest Technology graduate 
was full-time equivalent student. 

f » operating budget for program (Table 42) minus salaries for 
professional full-time and part-time staff divided by day FTE. 

g = operating budget for administrative support areas (Table 43) 
divided by College Total FTE. 
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TABLE 49. Economic Costs Per GradujBite 
Machine Shop (4 graduates) 



Economic Costs 


1976-77 





- A. Tuition* 


$ 345,00 


% 

$ 438.75 


6. Unusual Expenses 


550,00 


550.00 


C. Books, Supplies 


210.00 


240.00 


D. Foregone Earnings 






2. Instruction® 


965.80 


886.39 


f 

3. Non-Instruction 


^ 466.61 


461.12, 


, 4. Administrative Support^ 


862.83 


930.25 


TOTAL 


$3,400.24 ^ 


$3,506.51 



a » average tuition cost for the Machine Shop graduates who answered 
the Graduate Follow-Up Questionnaire. ^ 

b " average expenses over and beyond those costs normally Incurred 
in studying (i.e., uniforms, lab fees, equipment, tools). 

c * average cost estimate provided by the Office of Financial Aid. 

d « $4,800 was given as the estimate for lost earnings while studying. 
However, $7,500 was earned while attending Chemeketa, so there 
was a gain In money rather than a loss due to student status. 

e » sum of the Instructor cost/course ($33,030.41 for 1976-77) divided 
by day FTE (Table 42); assumed each Machine Shop graduate was 
a full-time equivalent student. 

f » operating budget for the program (Table 42) minus professional 
full-time and part-time staff salaries divided by day FTE. 

g * operating budget for the administrative support areas (Table 43) 
divided by the College Total FTE. 
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TABt£ Economic Costs Per Graduate 

Medical A$$1st1n9 (14 graduates) 



Economic Costs 


1977-78 


1 . Student 
A. Tuition* 


$ 417.86 


, b 
6. Unusual Expenses 


309.0Q 


c. Books t Supplies 


Z40.00 


d 

D. Foregone Earnings 




; 1 

2. Instruction® 


1.766.46 


3. Non-Instruction^ 


89.32 


4. Administrative Support^ 


930.25 


TOTAL 


$3,752.89 



a « average tuition cost for the Medical Assisting graduates who 
answered the Graduate Follow-Up Questionnaire. 

b « average cost for expenses over and beyond those costs normally 
incurred In studylnq (I.e., child care, travel, pinning ceremonies, 
cap/ gowns, uniforms). 

^ c » average cost estimate provided by the Office of Financial Aid. 

d ' graduates averaged $3,135 In lost earnings while attending 
Chemeketa. However, the graduates earned an average of $3,498 
while studying, so there was no average loss In Income for the 
group. 

e « sum of Instructor cost/course ($33,739.44 for 1977-78) divided 
by the day FTE (Table 42); assumed each Medical Assisting graduate 
was a full -time equivalent student. , 

f « operating budget for Medical Assisting (Table 42) minus salaries 
for professional full-time and part-time staff divided by day FTE. 

g « operating budget for the administrative support areas (Table 43) 
divided by the Total College FTE. 

15s 
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TABLE 51. Economic Costs Per Graduate 
Nursing (47 graduates) 



Economic Costs 


1976-77 


1977-78 


1. Student 

• 

. A. Tuition* 


$ 336.60 

■ ■■ .f \ m - 


$ 365.11 


B. Unusual Expenses 


ni7o.oo 


1,170.00 


C ' 

C. Books, Supplies 


210.00 


240.00 

• ... 


, D. Foregone' Earnings 


5,584.00 


5,584.00 


- 2. Instruction® 


634.86 


558.60 


3. Non-Instruction^ 


191.10 


63.58 


4. Administrative Support^ 


862.83 


930.25 


TOTAL 


$8,989.39 


$8,911.54 



a * average tuition cost for the Nursing graduates who answered 
the Graduate Fol low-Up Questionnaire. 

b ^ average cOst for' expenses over and beyond those normally Incurred 
in studying (i.e., child care, travel, cap/gowns, pinning 
ceremonies, uniforms). 

c « average cost estimate provided by the Office of Financial Aid. 

d « average dollars lost while studying ($7,636) minus the average 
amount of money earned while attending ($2,052). 

e « sum of instructor cost/course ($97,831.18 for 1976-77) divided 
by the day FTE (Table 42); assumed each Nursing graduate was a 
full-time equivalent student. 

f « operating budget for Nursing (Table 42) minus salaries for 
professional full-time and part-time staff divided by day FTE. 

g ' operating budget for administrative support areas (Table 43) 
divided by the Total College FTE. 



TABLE 52. Economic Costs Per Graduate 
Well -Drilling (7 graduates) 



j Economic Costs 


1976-77 


' 1977-78 


1. Student 
j A. Tuition* 


$ 332.'86 


$ 390.00 


1 B. Unusual Expenses^ 


2,093.00 


2,093.00 


I C. fiooks. Supplies^ 


210.00 


240.00 


D. Foregone Earnings" 


5,841.50 ; 


5,841.50 


2. Instruction^ 


831.16 


603.03 


3. Non- Instruction^ 


469.94 


605.75 


4. * Administrative Support^ 


862.83 


930.25 


TOTAL . . 

^ ^ ., 


$10,641.29 


$10,703.53 



a » average tuition cost for the Well-Drilling graduates who answered 
the Graduate Fol low-Up Questionnaire. 



b « average cost for' expenses over and beyond those costs nonnally . 
Incurred in studying (I.e., tools, equipment, travel) 

c « average^^cost estimate provided by the Office of Financial Aid. 

d « average dollars lost while studying ($18,333) minus the amount 
of money earned ($6,650) while attending Chemeketa. 

- * * 

e « sum of Instructor ~wst/c6urse ($26,-264.55 for 1976-77) divided 
by the day FTE (Table 42); assumed each Well-Drilling graduate 
was a full-time equivalent student. 

f « operating budget for Well -Drilling (Table 42) minus salaries 

for professional full-time and partrtlme staff divided by day FTE. 

g * operating budget for the administrative support areas (Table 43) 
divided by the Total College FTE. 
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Economic Benefits 

For each-^of the nine occupational programs, economic benefits are 
measured using Increased earnings, tax revenues, and Increased 
productivity to society. Increased earning Is defined as the 
dollar difference between the average Income earned by the graduates' 
prior to studying .and the average placeinent Income for the graduates 
at the time of graduation. Data for computing average Increased 
earnings were obtained froth Information supp.Med by the graduates 
on the Graduate Follow-Up Questionnaire . ' ^ ' . 

Federal and State tax revenue- aalns are based. upon several assumptions. 
Using federal and tax tables, it is ass^mied the typical Chemeketa 
coinmjnity graduate Is employed In Oregon. It Is further assumed that 
the typical graduate 1^ married and would file the short form for 
Oregon taxes. With the measure of Increased productivity to society. 
It 1s assumed to be the same Increased earnings as a person Is paid 
according to his/her worth or productivity to society. 



TABLE 53. Economic Benefits 
Early Childhood Education Graduates 



Economic Benefits . 


1978 


1. Increased Earnings* 

2. Tax Revenue*^ 

3. Inci^eased Productivity 

To Socletyc 


$3,883.00 
276.00 
3,883.00 

— : rt— — =^ — : 


TOTAL 


$8,042 



J' ■ ' .. ' ' > m> . 1 -_ 



a = difference between average salary before studying ($2,511) 
and average salary at graduation ($6,394). 

b « difference between total taxes In 1976 and 1977 — 1978 tax 
tables were not available. 

c « assume same as Increased earnings as a person Is paid according 
to his/her worth or productivity to society. 
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TABLE 54. Economic Benefits' 
Computer Proqraimilng Graduates 



' Eccfnofflic Benefits * 


' 1978 


1. Increased Earnings^ 

2. Tax Revenue** 

3. Increased Productivity 

To Society^ 


$3,228.00 
286.00 

•• 

3,228.00 


i TOTAL 

♦ 


$6,742.00 



a » difference between average salary before studying (minimum wage 
, resulting In $6,000. was used because ^f Insufficient data from 
the graduates) and average salary at graduation ($5,228). 

b « difference between total' taxes In 1976 and 1977 — ]978 tax ' 
tables were not available. 

c « assume to be the same as ^Increased earnings as a person Is paid 
according to his/her productivity to society. 



TABLE 55.4 Economic Benefits 
Fire Science Graduates 



Economic Benefits \ 


1978 • 


1. Increased Earning"* 


$6,313.00 


2. Tax Revenue*' 


956.00 


3. Increased Productivity 
To SocletyC 


6,313.00 


TOTAL 


$13,591.00 


a « difference between average salary before studying ($5,579) and 
average salary at graduation ($11,892). 

b « difference between total taxes for 1976 and 1977 1978 tax 
tables were not available. 



c B assume same as Increased earnings as a person Is paid according to 
his/her worth or productivity 1n society. 
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TABLE. 56. Economic Benefits 
Forest Products Gradii&tes 



Economic Benefits ^ '* 


1978 


,U Increased Earnings^ 

2. Tax Revenue^ 

3. Increased Productivity 

To Society^ 


$3,802.00 

"370.d0 

4 

. 3,802.00 - 


TOTAL 


$7,974.00 



a.« difference between average salary before studying ($4,416) ,and 
average salary al graduation ($8,218). 

b « difference between^total taxes In 1976 and 1977 — 1978 tax 
tables were not available. ' ' . • . 



c « assume same as Increased earnings as a person Is paid according 
to his/her worth or productivity to society.- 

TABLE 57. Economic Benefits 
Forest Technology Graduates 



Economic Benefits • 


1978 


1. Increased Earnings* 

2. ,Tax Revenue^ 

3. Increased Productivity 
J) To Society^ 


$1,005.00 
1,055.00 


TOTAL 

1 ■ , , ■ . 1 


$2,110.00 



-a « difference between average salary before studying ($7,700) and 
average salary at graduation ($8,755). 



. b » difference between total taxes In 1976 and 1977 1978 tax 

tables were not available. But In this Instance because 
Increased earnings was not sizeable, the tax revenue was 
negligible. 

c - assume same as increased earnings as a person Is paid according 
,to his/her productivity to society. 
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TABLE 58* Economic Benefits 
Machine Shop Graduates 



Economic Benefits 


1978 


1. Increased Earnings* < 

2. Tax Revenue'' 

3. Increased Productivity 

To Society*^ . ' 


$1»754.00 
1,754.00 


TOTAL 


$3,506.00 



a ■ difference between average safary before studying ($8,000) and 
average salary at graduation ($9,754). 

b » difference between total taxes 1n 1976 and 1977 — 1978 tax 
tables' were not available* The relatively small difference 
, In salary levels results In negligible tax revjpnue. 

c « assume same 'as Increased earnings as a personals paid according 
to his/her productlvl^ to society. 

TABLE 59. Economic Benefits 
McWIcal Assisting Graduates 



Economic, Benefits 


1978 


1. Increased Earnings* 

2. Tax Revenue'' 

3. Increased Productivity 

To Society^ 


$2,745.00 
160.00 

2,745.00 


TOTAL . ' . 


$5,650.00 



a ■ difference between average salary before studying ($4,916) and 
average salary at graduation ($7,661). 

b « difference between total- taxes In 1976 and 1977 — 1978 tax 
tables were not available. 

c » assume same as Increased earnlngsr as a person Is paid according 
to his/her productivity In society. 

-118- 



TABLE 60 i Economic Benefits 
Nursing Graduates 



Economic Benefits 


1978 


1. Increased Earnings* 


$5,326.00 


2. Tax Revenue*^ 


676.00 


3. . Increased Productivity 


5,326.00 


To SocletyC . 


TOTAL 


$11,328.00 



a » difference between average salary before studying ($5,310) and 
average salary at gr^iduatlon ($10,636). 

b =« difference In total taxes In 19>76 and 1977 — 1978 tax tables 
were not available. 

c « assume same as Increased earnings as a person Is paid according 
to his/her productivity to society. 



TABLE 61. Economic Benefits 
We 1 1 -Or 1 1 1 1 ng Graduates 



Economic Benefits 


1978 


1. Increased Earnings* 

2. Tax Revenue*^ 

3. Increased Productivity 

To SocletyC 


$3,326.00 
365.00 

3,326.00 


TOTAL 


$7,017.00 



a « difference between average salary before studying ($9,000) 
and average salary at graduation ($10,636). 

b « difference between total taxes In 1976 and 1977 — 1978 ^^x 
tables were not available. 

c » assume same as Increased earnings as a person Is paid according 
to his/her productivity to society. 



Cost/Benefit Ratio 

» 

By combining estimated economic costs and economic benefits for each 
program. It Is possible to establish a ration of costs to benefits. 
Economic costs are projected for the specific length of time typically 
Involved In the education and training/ For example, all economic 
costs are for the two years of 1976 through 1978, except for the 
Medical Assisting Program which Is a one year certificate curriculum 
which for purposes of this study began in the fall of 1977. Economic 
benefits are displayed for one year of employment (1978) with average 
number of potential working years given for the typical graduate of 
the program. Economic costs as well as benefits are calculated on 
the basis of a single graduate. This Information is presented in 
Tables 62-70, and Table 21 sumnarlxes the cost/benefit data and in- 
dicates the possible rate of return on the educational Investment for 
each curriculum. 



TABLE 62. Costs Benefit Ratio 
Early Childhood Education 



Economic Costs 1976-78 


Economic Benefits 


1. Student 

A. Tuition $ 726.67 

B. Unusual Expenses 998.00 

C. Books, Supplies 450.00 

D. Foregone Earnings 1,606.00 

2. Instruction 588.62 

3. Non- Instruction 386.05 

4. Admin. Support 1,793.08 


1. Increased Earnings $3,883.00 

2. Tax Revenue 276.00 

3. Increased Produc- 
tivity to Society 3,883.00 


TOTAL $6,548.42 


$8,042.00* 



*Th1s total is a yearly total. The benefits are Increased according to the 
number of years during the working lifetime of the person. Since the 
average age of the Early Childhood Education graduates at graduation was 
24, it is reasonable to assume 38-41 more years of employment. 




TABLE 63. Costs Benefit Ratio 
CoiniHiter Programnlng 



Economic Costs 1976-78 


Economic Benefits 


; 1 . student 

j A. Tuition $ 720.00 

0« unusual CApenSeS ItlOO.UU 

C. Books, Supplies 450.00 

D. Foregone Earnings 3,892.00 

2. Instruction 1,207.54 

3. Non- Instruction 3,847.40 

4. Admin. Support 1,793.08 

1 


1. Increased Earnings $3,228.00 

2. Tax Revenue 286.00 

3. Increased Produc- 
tivity to Society 3,228.00 


! TOTAL $13,076.02 


$6,742* 


♦This total Is a yearly total. The benefits are Increased according to the 
number of years during the working lifetime of the person. The average 
age of the Computer Programming graduate at graduation was 33, so there 
are better than 30 years of potential employment In Computer Progranmlng 
areas. 

TABLE 64. Costs Benefit Ratio 
Fire Protection 


Economic Costs 1976-78 


Economic Benefits 


1. Student 

A. Tuition $ 783.75 

B. Unusual Expenses 1,208.00 

C. Books, Supplies 450.00 

D. Foregone Earnings 10,526.00 

2. Instruction 1,284.19 

3. Non-Instruction 1,387.48 

4. Admin. Support 1,793.08 


1. Increased Earnings $6,313.00 

2. Tax Revenue 965.00 

3. Increased Produc- 
tivity to Society 6,313.00 


TOTAL $17,432.50 


$13,591.00* 



♦This Is a yearly total. The benefits are Increased according to the number 
of years during the working lifetime of the person. With the average age 
of the Fire Protection graduate being 22, forty more years of employment 
related to the training are possible. 
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TABLE 65. Costs Benefit Ratio 
Forest Products 



Economic Costs , 1976-78 


Economic Benefits 


1* Student 

,A* Tuition $ 847 » 50 

B. Unusual Expenses 2,000.00 

C. Books, Supplies 450.00 

D. Foregone Earnings 804.80 

2. Instruction 6,552.30 

3. Non- Instruction 622.02 

4. Admin. Support 1,793.08 


1. Increased Earnings $3,802.00 

2. Tax Revenue 370*00 

3. Increased Produc- 
tivity to Society 3,802.00 


TOTAL $13,069.70 


$7,974.00* 



♦This figure Is a yearly total. The benefits are Increased according to the 
number of years during the working llfetHne of the person. Average age for 
the Forest Products graduates was 25. 



TABLE 66. Costs Benefit Ratio 
Forest Technology 



Fconomic Costs 1976-78 


Economic Benefits 


1. Student 

A. Tuition . $ 975.00 

B. Unusual Expenses 1,792.00 
1 C. Books, Supplies 450.00 
I D. Foregone Earnings 3,970.00 
1 2. Instruction ' 1,056.17 
! 3. Non- Instruction 285.59 

4. Admin. Support . 1,793.08 

i , , , , . — 


1. Increased Earnings $1,055.00 

2. Tax Revenue 

3. Increased Produc- 
tivity to Society 1,055.00 


TOTAL. $10,321.84 


$2,110.00* 



*Th1s amount Is a yearly total. The benefits are Increased according to the 
number of years during the working lifetime of the person. The average 
age of the Forest Te'^hnology graduates was 25. 
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TABLE 67. Cost Benefit Ratio 
Machine Shop 



Economic Costs 1976-78 


Economic Benefits ' 


1. Student 

A. Tuition $ 783.75 

B. Unusual Expenses 1,100.00 
' L. booKSy duppnes hou.uu 

D. Foregone Earnings 

2. Instruction. 1»852;19 

3. Non- Instruction. ' 927.73 

4. Admin; Support 1,793.08 

' '> 


i 

1. Increased Earnings $1,754.00 

c. Tax Revenue 

3. Increased Produc«* 

tlvlty to Society 1^754.00 

« 


TOTAL $6,906.75 


$3,508.00* 

___ 



*Th1s total Is a yearly total. The benefits are Increased according to the 
number of years during the working lifetime of the person. The average 
age of the Machine Shop graduate at graduation was 31. 



1 

TABLF 68. Cost Benefit Ratio 
Medical Assisting 



Economic Costs 1976-78 


Economic Benefits 


1. Student 

A. Tuition $ 417,86 

B. Unusual Expenses 309.00 

C. Books, Supplies 240.00 

D. Foregone Earnings 

2. Instruction 1,766.46 

3. Non- Instruction 89.32 

4. Admin. Support 930.25 


1. Increased Earnings $2,745.00 

2. Tax Revenue 160.00 

3. Increased Produc- 
tivity to Society 2,745.00 


TOTAL $3,752.89 . 


$5,650.00* 



ft 

*Th1s figure Is a yearly total. The benefits are Increased for the number 
of years during the working lifetime of the person. In this study, the 
average age of the Medical Asslstlng-^graduates at graduation was 23. 
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TABLE 69. Cost Benefit Ratio 
Nursing Education 



• — ' — -- — — 1 

Economic Costs 1976-78 


1 r 

Economic Benefits 


1. student 

A. Tuition $ 701.71 

B. Unusual Expenses 2,340^00 

C. Books, Supplies 450.00 

D. Foregone Earnings 11,168.00 

2. Instruction 1,193.46 

3. Non- Instruction " 254.68 

4. Admin. Support . 1,793.08 


1. Increased Earnings $ 5>326.00 

2. Tax Revenue 676/3 

3. Increased Produc- 
tivity to Society 5,326.00 

t 

* . 


TOTAL $17,900.93 


$11,328.00* 



♦This figure. Is a yearly total. The- benefits are Increased for the number 
of years during the working lifetime of the person. In this study, the 
average age of the Nursing Education graduate was 28. 



TABLE 70. Cost Belief It Ratio 
Well-Drining 



Economic Costs 1976-78 


Economic Benefits 


1 . Student 

A. Tuition $ 722.86 

B. Unusual Expenses 4,186.00 

C. Books, Supplies 450.00 

D. Foregone Earnings 18,340.00 

2. Instruction 1,434.19 

3. Non-Instruction 1,075.69 

4. Admin. Support 1,793.08 


1. Increased Earnings $3,326.00 

2. Tax Revenue 365.00 

3. Increased Produc- 
tivity to Society 3,326.00 


TOTAL $28,001.82 


$7,017.00 



*Th1s figure Is a yearly total. The benefits are Increased for the number 
af years during the working lifetime of the person. In this study, the 
aiverage age of the Well -Drilling graduate waa 28. 
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TABLE 71. Estimated Return on the Investmer i; 



• 

Program 


Graduates 


Average 
Salary 
Before ^ 
Attending 


Average 
College 
Cost 

Per Year^ 


Average 
Student 
Cost .Per 
Year^ 


Average 
Salary at 
Graduatlorf' 


Average 

Salary 

Difference 


Tax 

Revenue 


Produc- 
tivity to 
Society 


Return on 
Investmeni? 


Cany 
Child. Ed. 


21/9 


$2,511 


$1,383.88 


$1,890.34 


$ 6,394 


$3,883 


$ ^76 


$3,883 


22.8% 


Prog. 


7/4 


6,000 


3,424.01 


3,114.00 


9,228 


3,228 ^ 


286 


3,228 


3.n^ 


Fire 
Science 


18/14 


5,579 


2,232.37 


6,483.88 


11,392 


6,313 


965 


• 6,313 


55.9%^ 


Forest 
Prod. 


2/2 


4,416^ 


4,483.70 


2,051.15 


8,218 


3,802 


370 


3,802 


37.3%^ 


Forest 
Tech. 


15/14 


7,700 


1,567.42 


3,593.50 


8,755 


1,055 


- 


1 ,055 


2.2%^ 


Machine 
Shop 


7/3 


8,000 


2,286.50 


1,166.88 


9,754 


1 ,754 


mm 


1,754 


1 .6%^ 


Medical 
Assist. 


14/0 


4,916 > 


2,786.03 


966.86 


7,661 


2,745 


160 ' 


2,745 


50.5% 


Nursing 


55/8 


5,310 


1,620.61 


7,329.86 


10,636 


5,326 


676 


5,326 


26.6%^ 


Well- 
Drllllng 

• 


9/2 

t 


9,000 


2,151.48 


8,520.93 


12,326 


3,326 


365 

1 


3,326 


31.5%^ 



was used and Medical Asslstlfig where all 14 had begun studies in fall of 1977. 
b = average salary as reported by graduates on Graduate Follow-Up Questionnaire. 
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c » used minimum wage, estimated at $2.30/hr. during 1975. 

d « data came from economic cost profiles for each program. 

e « average college cost/year plus average student cost/year times 
length of the program divided by sum of average salary Increase, 
tax revenue, and productivity to society. Number next to percent 
Indicates year when return on Investment occurs assuming benefits 
same as In previous year(s). 

Summary- 1976-77 and 1977-78 

Using Chemeketa's adopted operating budgets for Instruction, supplies, 
materials, services, capital outlay, administration and support ser- 
vices plus workload and enrollment data with cost and placement data 
from graduates, preliminary estimates of costs and benefits were 
established for each program under consideration. All programs 
suggest a return on the Investment for the graduate and society, 
ranging from 1.6« to 55. 9«. Data for the Early Childhood Education 
and Medical Assisting programs suggest a return within the first year 
after training. While the other programs yield positive returns star- 
ting In most instances during the second year after graduation. 



< / ,j 
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APPENDIX *A 
Planning Process, Cost-Benefit Stu<J1es 
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April 17, 1978 

PROGFIAM IMPROVEMENT PLAN (Phase II) 

Target Area: Applying Cost/Benefit Model to Selected Occupational Programs. 

Schedule of Activities and Time Frames for Outcomes 



OUTCOME(S) 

I. Apply Cost/Benefit 
model to at least 
nine programs by 
January, 1979. 



ACTIVITIES 

I A. Determine Target Direction . 

K establish rationale for 
selecting nine cuVrlcula. 

2. Identify nine programs 
for analysis " 

3. Identify program staff to 
serve In liaison role. 

4. review cost/benefit model 
with liaison staff /make 

any revisions In anticipated 
procedures. 

IB. Compile Info. About Graduates 



TIME FRAME(S) 



1. 
2. 



3. 

4. 

5. 

6. 
7. 



Identify graduates, data, 
and definitions needed, 
develop survey Instrument 
and procedures for collec- 
ting graduate Info, 
determine survey methodology 
(sampling vs., population), 
pilot test Instrument and 
procedures. 

submit results to liaison 
staff/revise as necessary, 
collect Info, from graduates, 
organize collected Info, by 
program.. 



IC. Compile Info. About Leavers 

1. Idenjtify leavers, data 
and deflnlt'^ons needed. 

2. develop survey Instrument 
and procedures for collec- 
ting le^iver Info. 

3. determine survey methodology 
(sampling vs. population) 

4. pilot test Instrument and 
procedures . 

5. submit results to liaison 
staff /revise a? necessary. 

6. collect Info, from leavers. 

7. organize collected Info, 
by program. 



June 1, 1978 



June 30, 1978 



August 15, 197 



Program Improvement Plan (Phase 11) 
Page 2 



OUTCOME ($) 



" ACTIVITIES 
ID» Compile Info. From Employers 



TIME FRAME(S) 



1. 
2. 



3. 

4. 

5. 

6. 
7. 



identify employers, data, 
and defirvitions needed, 
develop survey instrument 
and procedures for collec- 
ting employer info, 
determine survey methodology 
(sampling vs. population), 
pilot test instrument and 
procedures. 

submit results to liaison 
staff /revise as necessary, 
collect info, from employers, 
organize collected info, by 
program. 



October 13, 1978 



IE. Compile Program Cost Data 

1. determine direct cost data 
and definitions needed. 

2. determine Indirect cost 
data and definitions 
needed. 

3. determine degree of discrepancy 
between catalog and program 
deviations. 

4. tjbtain direct cost data from 
Division of Administrative 
Services. 

5. obtain indirect cost data from 
program managers. 

6. submit results to liaison 
staff/rpvlse as necessary. 

7. organize collected J nfo. by 
program. 

IF. Prepare Final Report 
1. design reporting format. 



November 17, 1978 



2. 
3. 
4. 



5. 



complete preliminary draft, 
complete final draft, 
desslmate final report to 
President through Dean of 
Instruction. 

distribute final copies to 
liaison staff, with copy to 
college library. 



December 15, 1978 
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OUTCOflE(S) 



11. 



Ill 



Advisory Coimilttees 
to the programs 
analyzed will pre- 
pare an assessment 
of the model by 
January ♦ 1979. 



Staff in the 
programs measSred 
will evaluate the 
model by July 1,1979 



( 



HA. 



IIB. 



lie. 



ACTIVITIES 

Desslmate copies of the model 
and study to the executive 
secretary of tjie advisory 
committee. / 

Request written assessniiBnt of 
model as a reference tbol for 
the study. / 

Forward assessment jind re* 
conmendatiQns by advisory 
conroittee to President through 
the Dean of Instructtont 



TIME FRAME(S) 



\ 



March, 1979 



IIIA. Dessimlnate copies of model and 
study to liaison person. of . 
program staff. 

I IIB. Request written assessment 
•recommendations from staff 

through the liaison individual. 

II IC. Forward assessment and re- 
^ commendations ,ta President 

" through the Dean of Instruction. 



July. 1979 



» 



May 10, 1978 



RELATIONSHIPS AMONG ACTIVITIES 
(Path of Events) 



June 1, 1978 



establish _ identify 

0-^:rT77irrr>0- 



rationale 



nine programs 



identify 



iaison sta' 



review 

procedures, 
roles 



June 30, 1978 




determine Q 

graduates, ^ instrument methodology 



identify ^develop 



pilot test _ results _ collect info. _ organize 



instrument' 
procedures 



to liaison graduates 
staff 



info. 




identify ^ develop 



>0-r. 



determine 



leavers ^ instrument ^ methodology 
data, def. procedures 



pilot test 



1 nstrumen 
procedures 



to 



August 15, 1978 



results 



to liaison 
staff 



collect info ^organize 



1 eavers 



^ ..o 



info 



October 13, 1978 



Identify 



develop 



employersr ^ instrument? methodology ^instrument,'" ^ to lialsori 
data, def. procedures procedures 



determine pilot test 



results 



collect info _ organize 



employers 



info. 




determine determin^ <yomplete ^ obtain^ ^ obtain 

direct cost Indirect discrepancy direct indirect 

data, def. - cost: data, check cost data cost data 
def. 



I results ^ ^ 



to liaison 
staff 



info, 
copies 



November 17, 1978 
ze 



December 15, 1978 



Organize /\ design^ ^ pr^l im. ^ ^ 



staff 



format 
written 



draft 



final ^ distribute 
> 0 



assess 



_ distribute 



draft 
July,, 1979 



report 



% A 



March, 1979 



copies _ v/ritten^ _ distribute 
•>0 > 0' ^ — 



A.C. 



assess. 



report 



report 
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CHEMEKETA 
COMMUNITY 
COLLEGE 



tOOOlANCASTEk DRIVE N.F 
P O. BOX 1400/ 

I'iO.'iUW WOO 



Dear Graduate: 

Chemeketa Conmunlty College 1s still In Its early stage of growth, 
and we are searching for ways to Improve our educational programs. 

To help us, we ask y6u to complete'thls questionnaire. It requires 
Information about youn current activities and your earlier community 
college experience. It will require about 10 minutes of your time 
to complete. Your responses will be treated In strictest confidence. 
They will be grouped with those of other former students, and will 
be used only for this study. 

Please complete the questionnaire and return It to us within three 
" days. A pre-addressed and stamped return envelope Is enclosed foi^ 
your convenience. Thank you for your help. 

Sik.cerely, 



is I 



Form 1: Follow-Up Survey of Graduates 
Chemeketa Cpmnunity College 
Salem, Oregon 



Name 



A. Age upon entering Chemeketa Community College 

B. A^e upon graduating from Chemeketa Community College 

If you are worMnS. now* Please complete the foil owing: 

A. Is your job related to the training you received at Chemeketa? 
„ Yes . No 

B. Name of firm/ employer: 

C. Address of firm/employer: 

D. Job title: ' 



E. Salary: „ per hour, day, week, month, year (circle one) 

F. Full -time: part-time: (please check) . 

G. Hours work/week: , 

H. If you, are working and the work Is in line with your'training 
received at Chemeketa, may we have your permission to send a 
questionnaire to your employer this coming October? 

. _ Yes No 

If you are not working now , do you have a job arranged for after graduation? 

Yes No 

If "yes" please answer the following: 

A. Is your job related to the training you received at Chemeketa? 
Yes No 

B. Name of firm/ employer: 

C. Address of firm/ employer: 

D. Job title: '• 



E. ' Salary: per hour, day, week, month, year (circle one) 

F. Starting date: 

* G. Full-time: part-time: _______ (please check) 

H. Hours work/week: 

I. May we have your permission' to send a questionnaire to your emplover 
• this coming, October? „ 

Yes No 



I ■ .. 

Follow-up Suryey of .Graduates ^ 
Paqe 2 •; ' » 

i ■■ ■ ^ 

4. Would you 'please Indicate the name, address, and telephone number of someone 
who will know where you may be contacted during the next six months? (a 
permern6nt fiddress is needed so Chemeketa can do a follow-up study of your progress) 



5. 



6. 



7. 



8. 



If you wer^ employed before you started studying at Chemeketa Community College, 
please indScate the app roxi ma ts- amount of money you earned during the year prior 
to studying. 

'f you weri employed while studying at Chemeketa Commujiity College, please 
indicate tfie approximate amount of money you earned during the year during 
your last y.ea^ at Chemeketa Community College. , ' ^ 



What were yOur principal sources of funds while attending Chemeket Conmunitiy 
College. {/)lease indicate approximate percentage of support). 

Approximate % 

,1 



sSeurce 



A. parents 

B. personal earning 

C. agency assistance 

(i.e., Ceta, DVR, Welfare) 

0. financial aid 

(i.e. work study, scholarships, loan) 

t. Spouse 

F. G,I. Bill 

G, Other (please indicate.) 



For your last year of attending Chemeketa Community College, please indicate 
approximately how much it cost over and beyond your usual living expenses for 
ynu to qo to school? (i.e., travel from outside of Salem, child care, lab fees, 
tools dnd equipment, uniforms and shoes). . 



9. Did you reduce or stop employment to go to Chemeketa? If so, please indicate 
how much it cost you while you were in. school. ^ . 

10. Did you pay the out-of-district tuition? Yes _ No 

11. If "Ye.s" please indicate the number of terms you paid the out-of~di strict rate 
of tuition. ^ _ _ , . 

« 

12. For the traininq you received at Chemeketa .Communi ty College what has been the 
most important • benef i t? • 

Sf»cond most important benefit? ^ : 



\ 



CHEMEKETA 
COMMUNITY 
COLLEGE 



,4000LANCASTEK DKiVE N E 
P.O. BOX 1400/ 
SAlf M. OREGON 97309 

(503) m SOOO 



July 18» 1978 



Dear Graduate: 

We recently sent you a questionnaire requesting Information about 
you and your activities since leaving the community college. We 
have not received your response, and It Is Important that we do. 
Therefore, we are enclosing another copy of the questionnaire and 
a pre-addressed, postage-paid return Envelope for your convenience. 

If you have not completed the questionnaire, please fill In the 
enclosed copy and mall It to us linnedlately. All responses wlU 
be treated as conf ldentla.1 and win be used only for' research 
purposes. We appreciate your cooperation. 



Very truly yours. 



» ♦ »*>u«»«'5 Afthprov Sin»»* of »hc Par Employment Practices Act dn<j or Tit!c IX QcquiAttons nt?*tii:t«>vm«»nt ,)nvic0yii»«on<%i r.«',i "«s«i«J4c»v tip«» 



4000LANCASTER DRIVE N.E. 

CH E \A EKt. I \ SAL EM. OREGON ♦TW 



COMMUNITY 
COLLEGE 



August 15, 1978 



(503) m soQO 



Dear Graduate: 

As you may remember, this past spring you participated In a follow- 
up survey. At that time you did not Indicate your work plan. To 
complete the survey, we )«uld like to ask you to complete the 
questionnaire below. 

If you have any questions about this request, please feel free to 
^ call 399-5075. 

Sincerely, 



If you are now working, please complete the following? 

A. Is your job related to the training you received at Chemeketa? 

Yes ^Mo 

B. Name of fina/employer: 

C. Address of firm/ employer: 

D. Job title: 

E. Salary: per hour, day, week, month, year (circle one) 

F. Starting date: . 

6. Full-timer Part-time: , (please check) 

H. Hours work/wesKt 

* I. May we have your permission to. send a questionnaire to your 
employer this coming October? 

, Yes No 



is*; 
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CHEMEKETA 
■ COMMUNITY 
^ CQLLEGE 



4000 LANCASTER DRIVE N.E. 

P.O. ftOX 14007 
SAtEM, OREGON 97309 
(503 ) 399 SOOO 



■jSi 



July 18, 1978 



Dear Former Student: 

As an Indication of Chemeketa's continuing Interest In you, we 
are seeking your opinion of the college and l£s services to you. 
As a former student you can offer us an objective evaluation of ^ 
our successes and Inadequacies. Your reply to the enclosed 
questionnaire will lielp us to do a better job for the students 
who win follow you. Your reply will be combined with replies 
from other former students... all information will be treated 
confidential . 

Thank you for assisting us In this survey. Please return your 
questionnaire In the pre-paid envelope as soon as possible. If 
you have any questions, please call 399-5075. 



Sincerely, 



/bip 



Q krSt c w^»ifioi..f y f,o»irM4,- 1 ornpiif% witni>rovi$ion%o^ fh^ Pmr Employment Practices Act and or Title i X rfpgi 



fuiations tn employ ni«»nt ATidedMCA*iontii r»'oar.ims dnt. ac ' vtip** 
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Former Student Follow-Up Questionnaire 
Chemeketa Conmunlty College 
Salem, Oregon 1|7309 . 

if « 

SECTION A . Everyone should answer this section. 

* 

1. What was your primary objective in attending Chemeketa Community College? 
(circle one) 

a. To complete a degree or certificate 1 ead ing^di recti y to employment.. 

b. To prepare for transfer another college after completing a degree / 
or certificate. 

c. To prepare for transfer tO/ another college without completing a 
degree or certificate. 

^ d. To take cjourse(s) for job. upgrading;, may or.may not complete a degree 
' ^ ' ..or certificate. 

e. To take course(s) of interest to me; may or may not complete a degree 
or certificate, 

f. Other (please specify) , $ — . * ' 

2. What was your principal reason for NOT re-enrolling at Chemeketa? 
(circle one) - w ' ' \. ' - ' • 

a. Completed needed courses 

b. Transportation problems 

c. Transferred to another college 

d. Found job in occupation related to course(s) completed at Chemeketa. 

e. Fou?^d job. . ' , * 

f. Conflicting job hours . , * • 

g. Financial reasons 

h. Change of residence 

i. Grade problems 

j. Dissatisfac^ioi} with instruction 

k Dissatisfaction with content of courses 

1. Personal /family illness or injury 

m. Other personal /family reasons 

n. Major not available at Chemeketa 

0. Unsure of educational goals • * 

p. College studies too time consuming . . 

q. Courses not available at convenient times 

r. Other (please 'specify) ' , 



Former. student Follpw-Up Questionnaire 
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.3. 



4. 



Which statement best describes your feeling about your educational 
experience at Chemeketa? (circle one) , 4 

a. Very satisfied - ^ * 

b. Satisfied ' , * 

c. Neutral* ^- . ' 

d. Disappointed ' ♦ " . 

• ♦ ♦ 

.e. Very disappointed . ' 

' , . . 1 
Please indl.cate how satisfied you were with the following $ervl£e$/ 
activities. If you have not had an opportunity or n^ed to use^hem, 
please mark Never Used Service . Place a check (✓) undef the^«ppropr1ate 
column. , 



* - 




a. 
b. 



e, 
f. 

g. 

h. 
1. 

A' 

k. 

1. 

m. 



Admis*s1ons ' 

'Counseling Center Services- 

Financial Aid--* 7- — 

Reg'istration— : — 

Placement 

Day Care Services 

Student Activities — «— 1.. 

Library Services 

Veterans Services — — 

Time df course offerings — 

Variety of course offerings 



Jutoriat^and Study. Skills Services- 
Career Information Services- 



I 



Please comnent on any of the above areas with which you were dissatisfied. 



Former Student FoUow-Up Questionnaire . 
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5. Which one. of the below b6st describes >o>. present status? (circle one) 

a. Employed, full timij 

/ 

b. Employe?d« part time 

c. Unemployed, seeking employment 

d. Military, full tima active duty 

e. Continuing education at higher level 

f. Other^ (please specify) ■.. 'I 



6. For the trailing (or courses) completed at Chemeketa, please indicate: 
the "most" important benefit' for you ■ , 



the "s9.cond" most important benefit for you 



7. Did Chemeketa Community Collegia meet your needs? 
' * Yes No 



8. Do you plan to return in the near future? 

• ..Yes * No 

9. How can we help you in the future? 

. _ 



SEC TION 8. If you have been employed sfince you. left Chemeketa, pi ease , answer 
this s^ection. » " ./, 

r. If you are currently employed, is your present occupation relatedto 
the courses you completed at Chemeketa? " 

a. Yes, directly related " 

b. Yes, closely related j 

c. No _ , . , ■ . ■ • /• 1 . 

2. If no, ha^ you been' employed in an occupation related; to the course you 
complated at Chemeketa. since you left our college? 

. . a. Yes, directly related " • t 

b. ^^ Yes, closely related . 

c. No (if no, go to Section C) 

3. Please circle below if the course(s) you took at Chemefceta helped you 
in your occupational area in any of the followimi ways, (circle all 
that apply) 

a. Helped to obtain job 

b. Helped performance on present job . , 

c. Helped advance on present job 
. d. None of the above 

e. Other (describe)' \ . •• _J 



Former Student Follow-Up Questionnaire , 
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4. How would you rute the training you rtctived at Chemeketa In relatloa to 
Its usefulness to you In juerfowiing your ^b? 

a. Very good \ 

b. Good ^- * 

c. Neutral • ' ^ 

d. ' Poor ^' ^ 

e. Very poor 

•» 

5. ' Would you recorrmend the course (s) taken ats Chemeketa to others employed 

In positions similar to yours? 

a. Yes ' . 

b. Undecided 

c. No ' 

6. Were you employed In your occupational area PRIOR to enrolling in the 
course(s) completed at Chemeketa? 

*. • 

a. Yej» - 

b. No 

SECTION C . If you have enrolled In anothei^ college since your enrollment at 
oyr college, please answer this section. 

1. What Is the name of your current (or most recently attended) college? 
Name 



City and S»ate_ 



Old you have problems transferring to the college Indicated above? 

a. Yes-: What? 1* Transferring credit hrs. , 

2. Transcript problems 

3. Admission problems 

4. Other (describe) ^ ^ ■ 

b. No 

How many credit hours earned at Chemeketa were not accepted at the 
college Indicated above? ^ 

a. All credit hours accepted 

b. Lost T-3 credit hours 

c. Lost 4-6 credit hours 

d. Lost 7-12 credit hours 

e. Lost 13-21 credit hours 

f. Lost more than 21 credit hours 

In your opinion, how well did Chemeketa prepare you for continuing your 
education? 

a. Very good 

b. Good 

c. Neutral 

d. Poor ^ 

e. Very Poor 

THANK YOU VERY MUCH FOR YOUR HELP! • 
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ERIC 



! .A (CHEMEKETA 
I \>' -' COMMUNITY 

COLLEGE 



October 13, 1978 



Dear tmployer: 

As part of Chemeketa Community College's efforts to improve Its 
curriculums, we are asking your cooperation In completing a survey 
on one of your employees. A former student in the Early Childhood 
tducation curriculum has reported being employed by you. The attached 
survey has a series of questions on the former students' performance. 
We have asked for his/her permission and received it to send this 
instrument to you. We would appreciate your completing it» and returning 
it In the enclosed prepaid envelope within a week. 

; If you have any questions please call Tom Woodnutt, who assists fne 
with student placement, at 399-5026. 

Sincerely, 



/bs 
End. 



i94 



ERIC 



ret Act#nftr?T.*HU r.f^\*r% ;* 



CHEMEKETA COMMUNITY COLLEGE 
(Employer Questlonnil rt) ; 



hame of Employee. 
Employer ^ 



\ 



Date- 



9 

Employer's Address 



How long has the employee worked with your firm? 



How many full and part-time jobs are at your location? 



Please 



complete all questions on the form, even If the employee no longer works for your 
firm. If the employee works, or has worked for your firm, please have a super- 
visor familiar with the work of the employee fill out the questionnaire. If 
there are any questions, please call Tom Woodhutt at 399-5t}^£. 

Name and Title of Supervisor • 



Signature of Supervisor doing rating^ 
Employee's Job Title "_ 



r 



Please Indicate your rating of the employee as compared with other workers In the 
same work group. If the employee Is the onT> One doing this work, please compare 
the work with previous employees or with your expected work standards. 

Rate the school training received by the above named former Chemeketa student 

* 

in relation to the job he/she is preforming. 

Has none Not able 



Has all 
of skills 
needed 



Math skills of the 
job 

Technical skills of 
the job (why and how 
to perform the job) 

ConiTiuni cation Skills 
of the job 

Reading 

Writing 

Spciaking 

Work Quality 

Relations with 
other employees 



Has many 
of skills 
needed 

4 

4 



Has few 
of skills 
needed 



of skills 
needed 



to 

rate 
1 



5 
5 
5 
5 
5 



Very High 
Productivity 



Work Quantity 



4 3 

4 3 

4 3 

4 3 

,4 3V^ 

Good 

Productivity 



2 1 

2 1 

2 1 

2 1 

2 1 

Low 

Productivity 
1 



Employer Questionnaire 
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t 

In comparison with others in the same work group, how-^ould you rate the em- 
ployee's overall performance. If in a small work group, please compare to 
past employee's. 

♦ 

In.the top k In the top'i In the twttom H In the bottom ^ _ 

What was the source that assisted you In hiring this employee? Private/State 

Employment ^ Agency ^ Faculty Member College Placement 

other ; 

1. Did the individual (s) you employed demonstrate a basic understanding of 
the Early Childhood- Education field? 

Yes No Comments • 



\ 



2. Were there areas in whi^h the individual required more training? 
Yes No Comments . 



3. Starting salary for your employee(s) is ^ • per month. 

* 

4. Do you solicit opinions/suggestions fr&m your employee(s) and are they 
implemented^ Into your program? 

Yes No Comments ' 



5. Dfd you ask Chemeketa Early Childhood Education staff for recommendations 
before hiring your employee? 

Yes No Comments 



6. What training and/or experience in the Early Childliood Education field 
has the employer had? (Detail fully) 



7. General Comments: 



THANK you: your ASSISTANCE WILL HELP US BUILD A STRONG COLLEGE FOR OUR COMMUNITY. 



ERIC Clearinghouse for Junior Colleges ^^.g ^ 2 igeo 
96 Powoll LibrT/ Building 
University of California 1 
Los Angeles, California 90024 - ^ 



